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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action
for the Carolawn (OU2) Superfund Site (the Site) located in Fort
Lawn, Chester County, South Carolina, which was chosen in
accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anmended by the
Super fund Amendnments and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), 42
U.S.C. 09601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable, the
National G| and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP), 40
C.F.R Part 300 et seq. This decision is based on the
administrative record file for this Site.

The State of South Carolina concurs with the sel ected renedy.
DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This remedy is the final action for the Site. In the absence of

any significant source of contamination in the soil, surface water
and sediment at the Site, the No Action alternative was sel ected as
the preferred alternative to address the soil, surface water and

sedinment. In addition, a groundwater renedy has been sel ected under



a Record of Decision for Carolawn (OUl). However, should future
nmonitoring of the site (e.g. Five-Year Review) indicate that the
site poses an unacceptable risk to the environnment, then EPA in
consultation with the State of South Carolina, may initiate clean-
up actions under the authority of CERCLA and in accordance with the
National GOl and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution contingency Pl an.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Based on the results of the Renedial Investigation and Ri sk
Assessnent conducted for the Carolawn (OU2) Site, EPA has
determined that no further action is necessary to ensure the
protection of human health and the environnent, and the sel ected
remedy is protective of human health and the environment.

<| MG SRN 0495248A>
Ri chard D. Green, Associate Director Dat e
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1.0 SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Carolawn Site, |ocated on approxi mately 60 acres of land, is an
abandoned, waste storage and disposal facility |located in Fort

Lawn, Chester County, South Carolina. The site is situated |ess
than three mles west of Fort Lawn, and approxinmately one-half mle
south of South Carolina H ghway 9 (see Figure 1). Rural and
agricultural areas surround nuch of the site. The Lancaster &
Chester Railroad and County Road 841 border the site to the south
and Fishing Creek borders the site to the east. Woded areas and
cultivated fields lie to the west and north of the site.

Approxi mately 30 permanent, single famly residences are | ocated
north of the site; nost of which are situated al ong South Carolina
Hi ghway 9. There are four residences |ocated within 300 yards of
the fenced area with a fifth residence | ocated approxi mately 1, 000
yards west of the site.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The Carolawn Site was originally owned by the Southeastern
Pol I uti on Control Conpany (SEPCO of Charlotte, North Carolina.
Begi nning in 1970, SEPCO used the site as a storage facility for a
sol vent recovery plant located in Clover, South Carolina. SEPCO



went bankrupt in 1974, and abandoned the Site | eaving approximtely
2,500 druns of solvents on site. SEPCO had been storing the

drunmed solvents in anticipation of incinerating the waste.

However, neither an incineration pernmt nor a storage/disposa
permt was issued to SEPCO by the South Carolina Departnent of

Heal th and Environnmental Control (SCDHEC)

In January 1975, Col unbia Organic Chem cal Conpany (COCC) was
contracted to clean up the SEPCO Plant in Cl over, South Carolina.
As part of this clean up effort, COCC transported and stored the
wast e of approximately 2,000 drums at the Carolawn Site. As
paynment for services rendered during the cleanup of the plant in
Cl over, South Carolina, COCC received the Carol awm property.

After 1975, South Carolina Recycling and Disposal, Inc. (SCRDI), a
subsi diary of COCC, controlled the site. During 1978, SCRD
obtained a permit from SCDHEC for a one-tinme disposal of 300-400
druns containing inert waste. In Cctober 1978 SCRDI was given
approval to dispose of enpty druns on the 3-acre fenced portion of
the property. After the disposal, SCRD sold the 3-acre fenced
area of the site to the Carol awn Conpany.

In 1978, the Carol awn Conmpany began the construction of two
incinerators on the site. Wth conditional approval of SCDHEC, a
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test burn was conducted with one incinerator; however, full scale

i ncineration never devel oped. At the tinme of abandonnment of the
site by the Carol awn Conpany, the 3-acre fenced area contained a
concrete | oadi ng dock, a diked area for storage of tanks and drumns,
two incinerators, two storage trailers, 14 storage tanks, and as
many as 480 druns containing liquid and solid wastes. An

additional 660 druns and 11 storage tanks were | ocated outside the
fenced area to the north. In 1979, SCRDI was notified by SCDHEC
that they would have to clean up the Carol awn site.

During the early 1980's, SCDHEC and EPA conducted site

i nvestigations at the Carolawn site. These investigations included
col l ecting environnental and private residential well sanples for
anal ysis. The results of these investigations showed the presence
of trichloroethane (TCE) and ot her solvents in nearby residentia
wells. The results also indicated that the Site was contam nated
with high Ievels of nmetals and organi c conmpourds. Due to the

el evated | evel s of contam nation found and the potential threat for
i mm nent damage to public health and/or the environment, EPA
initiated cleanup activities at the Site on Decenmber 1, 1981. The
cl eanup activities continued through February 1982, and incl uded



removal of contaminated soils, druns, and |iquid waste fromthe
Site. Subsequently, in Decenber 1982, the Site was proposed for

i nclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL). The Carolawn Site
was finalized on the NPL in Septenber, 1983. Since continued
sanpling of local residential wells showed persistently high

| evel s of TCE, the Chester Municipal Sewer District's water

mai n from H ghway 9 was extended to four of the five residences
living near the site. These four residents were connected to this
alternative water supply in 1985.

Due to the conplexity of the Carolawn Site, and in order to
sinmplify the investigation and response activities, EPA divided the
Site into two discrete study areas known as Operable Units (Figure
2). Operable Unit One (QOUl) consists of source areas |ocated on a
3-acre parcel within the fenced area of the Site and the
groundwat er | ocated beneath the entire Site (to include the
groundwat er beneath Operable Unit Two-OU2). OU2 consists of the

| and | ocated i medi ately around the fenced area and the |and

| ocated north and west of the fenced are (north and west drum
areas).

On August 29, 1985, a group of Potentially Responsible Parties
(PRPs) (the Carolawn Generators Steering Comrittee) entered into a
Partial Consent Decree with the United States CGovernnent to conduct
a Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for QUL

The purpose of this RI/FS was to fully characterized the nature and
extent of the contamination present at the Site and to identify the
rel evant alternatives for renedial action. Phase | and Phase || of
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the RI/FS, conducted at the Site between 1985 and 1989, confirned
the presence of volatile organic conpounds (VOCS) in the
groundwat er exceedi ng Maxi num Cont am nant Levels ("MCLs") set by
the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations in the Safe
Drinking Water Act. On Septenber 27, 1989, EPA issued a ROD for

QU1 which selected a groundwater interception and extraction system
as the renedy for groundwater contam nation at the Site. It was

al so determ ned that due to the effectiveness of the renova
actions, no source of contam nation remained within the fenced area
of the site. However, the findings docunented in the ROD for QUL
indicated that |linted soil data was collected fromthe west and
north drum areas | ocated outside the fence; therefore, collection
of additional sanples was necessary to confirmthe presence or
absence of residual soil contanmination in these areas.

In response to these concerns, EPA conducted a field investigation



at the Site in 1990. The purpose of the field investigation was to
provi de additional information on the presence or absence of
contanminants in the subsurface soil at the former storage areas
situated outside the fenced area. The sanpling results indicated
the presence of VOCs in the soil. Although this area was addressed
during an EPA renoval action and again during the 1990 field

i nvestigation by the EPA, Environmental Services Division, sone
uncertainties still existed as to the presence or absence of soi
contam nati on. Based on EPA' s review of all the avail able data, it
was determ ned that a Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) needed to be conducted on QU2 in order to develop a
baseline risk assessnment which would be used to evaluate a fina
remedi ati on disposition for the OU2 area of concern. Therefore, EPA
conducted RI Field activities at the Site in May 1994 and in

Oct ober 1994.

3.0 HI GHLI GATS OF COMMUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

The information repositories, which includes the Administrative
Record, were established at the Lancaster County Library in 1989
and the Chester County Library in 1995 and are available to the
public at both the information repositories nmintained at the
Lancaster County Library, 313 South Wite Street, Lancaster, South
Carolina, the Chester County Library, 100 Center Street, Chester
Sout h Carolina and at the EPA, Region IV Library, 345 Courtl and
Street, Atlanta, Georgia, 30365. The notice of availability of

t hese docunents was published in "THE ROCKH LL HERALD', "THE
CHESTER NEWS" AND "THE LANCASTER NEWS' on July 24, 1995

A public comrent period for the proposed plan was held fromJuly
24, 1995 to August 24, 1995. A public neeting was held on August
10, 1995, where representatives from EPA answered questi ons about
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the findings of the RI and the Baseline Risk Assessment and
presented EPA' s Proposed Plan for the Site.

EPA received oral coments during the August 10, 1995 public
neeting, and witten conments during the 30 day public coment
peri od. Responses to the comments received by EPA are included in
t he Responsiveness Summary (Appendi x B).

This ROD presents EPA' s sel ected renedial action for the Site,
chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and to the
extent practicable, the NCP. The renedial action selection for
this Site is based on information contained in the Adm nistrative
Record. The public and State participation requirenments under
Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 0O 9617, have been nmet for this
Site.



4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF THI'S ACTION W THI N SI TE STRATEGY

This ROD addresses the final response action for the Carolawn Site,
addressing soil, surface water and sedi nent. G oundwater has been
address under a separate ROD. The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent

i ndicates that no principal threat exists. at the Site, excluding
groundwater. The selected alternative in conjunction with the

previ ously sel ected groundwater renedy, will be protective of human
health and the environment and is consistent with the NCP (40 CFR
300. 430(e)).

5.0 SUMMARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
5.1 Clinmatol ogy

The climate of the area is classified as hunid-continental, with
I ong hot sumrers and short mld winters. The nearest

net eorol ogi cal station is located in Chester, South Carolina,
approximately 15 miles fromthe Site. Exam nation of

Exani nati on of

nmet eor ol ogi cal data over a 30-year period indicate that the nean
monthly tenperatures range from 42.2gF in January to 79.0gF in
July. The nean annual tenperature is 61.1gF. The nean annua
precipitation is 47.11 inches, which is evenly distributed

t hroughout the year.

5.2 Surface Hydrol ogy

The topography of the Site is somewhat sloped so rainfall runoff,
along with any | eached contaninants, would tend to both stand and
percolate into the ground and run off into adjacent surface water
bodi es. There are drai nage ditches or drai nagepi pes whi ch woul d
tend to concentrate and divert runoff directly into adjacent
surface water bodies such as Fishing Creek and the Catawba River.
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Fishing Creek is a noderately-sized streamwith flow rates of |ess
than 1000 cubic feet per second (cfs). The Catawba River is a
noderate to large river with an annual flow rate of 4351 cfs.

5.3 Ceol ogi ¢ and Hydrogeol ogic Setting

The Carolawn Site is located in the eastern Charlotte Belt of the
Pi ednmont Physi ographi c Provi nce of South Carolina. This belt is
characterized by granitoid gneisses with strong conpositiona

| ayering probably derived from sedi nents. The bedrock in the
vicinity of the Site consists of Lower Metadiorite and Metagabbros.
This complex is cut by pegmatite, granite and mafic dikes.

The stratigraphic units encountered at the site during the RI/FS



for QUL were as follows:

i) Al luvi al deposits;

ii) Resi dual and Col | uvi al cl ays;
iii) Residuum and Saprolite; and
iv) Bedr ock.

The upper regions of the bedrock have been altered by in-situ
weat hering. This weathering has produced a partially to highly
deconposed ni xture of rock and soil which is referred to as
saprolite. Saprolite retains the vestigial mneral ogy and
structure of the original rock.

The bedrock beneath the Site has undergone several episodes of
deformation. These events have created joint and fractures.

These structural features influence groundwater flow within the
crystalline bedrock. The mmjor structural features noted at the
Carolawn site were joints and di kes. Joint neasurenents reveal ed
the presence of three joint sets with prinmary sets striking N45gW
and N5gW and a minor set striking at N35gW

All joint sets had vertical to subvertical dips. The mafic dike
identified strikes at approxi mately N45gW and i s noderately wel
fractured.

The maj or hydrostratigraphic unit beneath the Site is the

granodi orite bedrock. Saturated conditions were not encountered in
the Residuum’ Saprolite unit. It nmay be possible that the

Resi duum Saprolite unit may usually be saturated but the R was
conducted during an extended drought and only unsaturated
conditions were encountered in this unit. The groundwater in the
bedrock is associated with the joints and fractures.
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The actual direction of groundwater flow through the bedrock is
dependent upon the orientation of the joints and fractures. The
preferred direction of groundwater flowis to the northeast and
sout heast. Hydraulic data collected during the RI indicates that
Fishing Creek is the primary receptor of the groundwater flow ng
underneath the site. This data also indicates that the mafic di ke
does not influence, to any great degree, the hydrology of the site.

The estimted groundwater flow velocity is 1.96 x 10-4

centineters/second (cmsec). This in equivalent to 0.56 feet/day.
Based on this velocity, it would take approximtely six years for
groundwater originating in the fenced area to reach Fishing Creek

5.4 Nature and Extent of Contanination



The purpose of the Renedial Investigation (RI) was to gather and
anal yze sufficient data to characterize the Site in order to
performthe Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, which determines the Site's
i mpact on human health and the environnent. Both the Rl and the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent are used to determ ne whether renedia
action is necessary at the Site.

The Rl was designed to focus on the remaining areas of potentia
contami nation not addressed during the RI/FS for Carolawn (OQUl).
The main portion of the RI was conducted in May 1994. Additiona
field work was conducted in October 1994.

During this period, sanples of soil, surface water and sedi nent
were collected to determ ne the nature and extent of contam nation
at the Site. Groundwat er was not evaluated in the Rl or the

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent, since a groundwater renedy addressing al
cont anmi nated groundwater at the Site has been selected for the
Carolawn (QUl). Contamination at OU2 was characterized by nmulti-
medi a sanmpling. Soil (41 surface and 9 subsurface) sanples were
collected fromthe area surrounding the three-acre fenced area (see
Figure 3). In addition, one surface soil and one subsurface soi
sanpl e was collected froman offsite |ocation to establish
background conditions for the Site. Four surface water and sedi nent
sanpl es werecol l ected from Fi shing Creek, which borders the site

to the east (see Figure 4). One of the surface water and sedi nent
sanpl es was col |l ected upgradi ent of the Carolawn site to
establ i shed background conditions for the Site. Al sanples
collected during the RI were analyzed for volatile and extractable
organi ¢ conpounds, pesticides, Polychlorinated bi phenyls (PCB's)
and netals. Additional Rl activities included the follow ng: an
ecol ogical site reconnai ssance of the Carolawn site and the
surroundi ng area was conducted in order to identify the various
habitats which are potentially affected by contani nant m gration
fromthe Site; an ecol ogical screening to identify endangered and - -
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threatened species within the site area; and all el ectromagnetic
i nvestigation to | ocate any buried wastes or netal objects at the
site.

Surface Soil Sampling - The sanpling results for surface soils are
presented in Appendi x A Conposite surface soil sanples were
collected from41l grids on and around the site (see Figure 3).

Pur geabl e organi ¢ conpounds were detected in sanples from nine of



the grids. Trichloroethylene was detected in sanple 7-SLA at a
concentration of 27J ug/kg. Tetrachl oroethyl ene was detected in
four sampl es. The concentrations ranged from 3J ug/kg in sanple
34-SLA to 10J ug/kg in sanple 8-SLA. Toluene was detected in eight
sanpl es and ranged in concentration from2J ug/kc in sanple 30-SLA
to 25J ug/kg in sanple 7-SLA. Purgeabl e organi c conpounds were not
detected in the background sanple, 45-SLA.

The pesticides 4,4 -DDT and 4,4' -DDE were detected in sanple 3-SLA
at concentrations of 13 ug/kg and 28 ug/ kg, respectively. 4,4-DDE
was detected in the background sanple, 45-SLA, at a concentration
of 15J ug/Kkg.

PCB' s were detected in nine sanples. PCB-1254 was detected in al
ni ne sanples and ranged in concentration from 287 ug/kg in sanple
15-SLA to 5,400C ug/kg in sanple 1-SLA. Sanple 1-SLA al so
cont ai ned 440 ug/ kg of PCB-1248 and 700C ug/ kg of PCB-1260. PCB's
were not detected in the background sanple.

Extract abl e organi ¢ conmpounds were detected in five surface soi
sanpl es. Sanple 1-SLA contained 4-nitroaniline, fluoranthene,
pyrene and chrysene at concentrations of 190J ug/kg, 92J ug/ kg,
110J ug/ kg and 180J ug/ kg, respectively. Sanple 15-SLA contai ned
790J ug/ kg of bis (2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate and sanple 41-SLA
cont ai ned 3,800J ug/kg of 4-nitroaniline. Extractable organic
conmpounds were not detected in the background sanple, 45-SLA.

Presunptive evi dence of extractabl e organic conpounds was detected
in all the surface soil sanples except sanples 2-SLA 26-SLA and
32-SLA. Unidentified extractabl e organi c conpounds were detected
in all the sanples except sanple 10-SLA, 32-SLA; 8-SLA and 39-SLA
Sanpl e 4-SLA, 6-SLA and 8-SLA contained the presunptive evidence
of petrol eum product.

A variety of nmetals were detected in the surface soil sanples

i ncludi ng: arsenic, barium chrom um |ead, nmercury and nmagnesi um
El evat ed concentrati ons of these metals were detected in one or
nore sanples. Arsenic was detected in nost of the sanples at
concentrations | ess than 5 ng/kg. The exception was sanple 41-SLA
whi ch contained 23 ng/ kg. Sanple 37-SLA al so contai ned arsenic at
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a concentration of 5.7 ng/kg. Arsenic was not detected in the
background sanpl e, 45-SLA

Bari um was detected in every sanple. Wth the exception of sanple
28- SLA whi ch contained 1,200 ng/ kg, the concentrations ranged
between 24J ng/ kg in sanple and 400 ng/ kg in sanple 5-SLA. Barium
was detected at a concentration of 100 ng/kg in the background
sanmpl e.



Chrom um was detected in every sanple. Elevated concentrations
above background were detected in sanples 4-SLA, 5-SLA, 6-SLA 7-
SLA and 41-SLA. The concentrations in these sanples ranged from
170 nmg/ kg in sanple 5-SLA to 380 ng/kg in sanple 4-SLA. Chrom um
was detected at a concentration of 14 ng/kg in the background
sanpl e.

Lead was detected in all the surface soil sanples. Seventeen
sanpl es contai ned concentrations greater than 20 ng/kg. Five
sanmpl es including: 4-SLA 5-SLA, 6-SLA, 7-SLA 14-SLA and 41-SLA
cont ai ned concentrations greater than 100 ng/kg. Lead was detected
at a concentration of 22 ng/kg in the background sanple.

Mercury was detected in nine sanples including 2-SLA 4-SLA, 5-SLA, ~-
6- SLA, 7-SLA, 8-SLA, 12-SLA, 14-SLA and 15-SLA. The concentrations

ranged from0.32 ng/kg in the background sanple and sanple 15-SLA

to 1.7 mg/ kg in sanple 6-SLA

Magnesi um was detected in all the sanples. Sanple 41-SLA contai ned
an el evated concentration at 26,000 ng/kg. The background sanpl e
cont ai ned 4, 800 ng/ kg of magnesi um

Subsurface Soil SanplingA N ne subsurface soil sanples were
collected fromgrids 1, 3, 5, 11, 13, 15, 26, 33 and 35 (see Figure
3). The analytical results are included in Appendix A. No

pur geabl e organi ¢ conmpounds or pesticides were detected in any of
the sanpl es. Sanple 5-SLB contained, 48 ug/ kg of PCB-1254.

Presunptive evi dence of extractabl e organic conpounds was detected
in sanples 1-SLB, 5-SLB, 15-SLB, 26-SLB, 33-SLB and 35-SLB. The
concentrations ranged from 80JN ug/ kg of am noant hracenedi one in
sanple 1-SLA to 4, 000JN ug/ kg of phenanthrenol in sanple 26-SLB
Phenat hrenol was al so detected at 4, 000JN ug/kg in sanple 33-SLB
Uni dentified conpounds were detected in sanples 5-SLB, 15-SLB, 26-
SLB, 33-SLB and 35-SLB. Sanple 5-SLB contained the presunptive

evi dence of petrol eum product. The background sanple, 45-SLB, did
not contain any extractabl e organi c conpounds.

A variety of nmetals was detected in the subsurface soil sanples.
El evat ed concentrations of magnesi um were detected in six of the
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ni ne sanples and ranged in concentration from®6, 700 ng/ kg in sanple
11-SLB to 15,000 ng/ kg in sanple 3-SLB. The background sanple, 45-
SLB, contained-3,000 ng/ kg of nagnesium An el evated concentration
of nickel, 56 nmg/ kg, was detected in sanple 33-SLE. The background
sanmpl e contai ned 20 ng/ kg of nickel

Sedi nent Sanpling- Four sedinment sanples were collected from



Fishing Creek at the locations indicated on Figure 4. Analytica
results are sumarized in Appendi x A. No purgeabl e organic
conmpounds, PCB's or pesticides were detected in any of the sanples.
Two sanpl es contai ned extractabl e organi ¢c conpounds. Sanpl e 2-SD
cont ai ned one unidentified conpound at a concentration of 900J

ug/ kg. Sanple 4-SD contained 15 unidentified compounds and the
presunptive evidence of four additional conpounds.

A variety of nmetals was detected in all of the sanples.
Concentrations of the individual nmetals were consistent up and down
gradient of the site with the exception of sanple 3-SD. Arsenic

and barium were detected in sanple 3-SD at concentrations of 0.91J
ng/ kg and 24 ng/ kg, respectively. Neither of these netals was
detected in any other sanple.

Surface Water Sanpling- Four surface water sanples were collected
fromfour locations in Fishing Creek as indicated on Figure 4.

Anal ytical results are sunmarized in Appendi x A Sanple 201-SWis
a duplicate of sanmple 1-SW No purgeabl e or extractable organic
conmpounds, pesticides or PCB's were detected in any of the sanples.
Metals were detected in all of the sanples. Prinmury MCL's were not
exceeded for any of the sanples. The secondary MCL's for al um num
(0.05-0.2 nmg/1), manganese (0.05 nmg/l) and iron (0.3 ng/1l) were
exceeded in all of the sanples. The field paraneters of pH
speci fic conductance and tenperature were neasured at each

| ocation. Results are presented in Appendi x A.

Ecol ogi cal Screening - An endangered and threatened species and
critical habitat screening was conducted to identify |isted
species that are found in the Carolawn Site vicinity. Data
regardi ng the actual, past, or potential presence of rare,

t hreat ened, and endangered speci es have been obtai ned fromthe
United States Fish and Wldlife Service, as well as the South
Carolina Departnment of Natural Resources. Several federally-

desi gnat ed endangered or threatened species are thought to occur in
the central and eastern portions of South Carolina. However, there
are no critical habitats for federally/state-designated endangered
or threatened species on or near the Carolawn site.

El ectromagnetic | nvestigation - The primary purpose of this
El ectromagnetic investigation (EM was to | ocate any buried waste
or netal objects at the site. The EMinvestigatio: was conducted at
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the site using a Geonics EM 31 which is a noncontacting ground
conductivity nmeter. A cartesian coordinate 25 feet by 25 feet grid
system was established. Measurenents were obtained fromthe center
of each grid. The results of the EM conductivity survey perforned
at 130 stations are presented as a conputer generated contour map
on Figure 5.



The data generated consisted nostly of |ow values ranging from-2
to 98 mrhos/ m The hi ghest value (98 nmhos/n) was due to
interference fromthe fence. Consequently, this value was not used
in preparing Figure 5. No magnetic anonalies were detected which
woul d indicate the presence of buried nmetal objects.

6.0 SUMMARY OF SI TE RI SKS

A Baseline Ri sk Assessnment was conducted as part of the Rl to
estimate the health or environnental threats that could result if
no further action were taken at the Carolawn (OU2) site. Results
are contained in the Final Baseline R sk Assessnent Report. A
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment represents an evaluation of the risk posed
if no renedial action is taken. The assessment considers

envi ronnental nmedia and exposure pathways that could result in
unaccept abl e | evel s of exposure now or in the foreseeable future.
Data col |l ected and anal yzed during the Rl provided the basis for
the risk evaluation. The risk assessnment process can be divided
into four conponents: contami nant identification, exposure
assessnment, toxicity assessnment, and risk characterization.

A. HUMAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT
A.1 Contam nant of Concern

Data collected during the Rl Were evaluated in the Baseline Risk
Assessnent. Contamni nants were not included in the Baseline Risk
Assessnent evaluation if any of the following criteria applied:

O I norganic chem cals were elimnated if the maxi mum detected
concentration was |less than two tinmes the average background
concentration. Organic chenicals were retai ned regardl ess of
t he background concentrati on because they are not considered
to occur naturally.

O In absence of Region IV soil screening val ues, inorganic and
organic chenmcals were elinmnated from further consideration
if their maxi nundetected concentration did not exceed the EPA
Region Il screening criteria for residential soil

O EPA Regi on |V has not devel oped screening val ues for sedi nent
i ngestion and dernmal contact by humans. Therefore, inorganic

<I MG SRN 0495248F>
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and organic chenmicals were elimnated fromfurther
consideration if their maxi num detected concentration did not



exceed EPA Region Il screening criteria for residential soil

Chemicals that were retained and evaluated in the Baseline Risk
Assessnent are known as chenicals of potential concern (COPCs).
The following is a summary of the COPCs identified in each nedia
sanpled. In addition, a summary table is presented as Table 1
showi ng all of the COPCs by medi um

Soil. The results of the surfical soil analyses indicated that
there are several COPCs present in the soil cover. These conpounds
i nclude: arsenic, barium beryllium calcium chromum copper
iron, |lead, nmagnesi um manganese, sodi um and pol ychl ori nated

bi phenyls (PCBs). The results of subsurface soil anal yses indicate
that there are several COPCs. These conpounds include: arsenic,

bari um copper, | ead, manganese, nmer cury, zi nc, PCBs,
tetrachl oroet hene and toluene. Qther concentrations of inorganics
and organics were detected in the soil. However, the concentrations

of these contam nants were bel ow the typical background
concentration ranges for native soils or were below the threshold
st andards established by EPA.

Surface Water and Sedi ment. There were no COPCs identified for
surface water. In addition, no volatile and extractabl e organic
conmpounds, pesticides or PCBs were detected in any of the sanples.
Metals were detected in all of the surface water sanples. However,
the concentrations of these contam nants were bel ow the typica
background concentration ranges.

The sedi nent anal yses reveal ed that arsenic is the only chenical of
potential concern in sedinment. In addition, no volatile organic
conmpounds, pesticides or PCBs were detected in any of the sanples.

In sutmmary, the results of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent concl uded
that there were no chenmicals that significantly contributed to the
exposure pat hways having a Hazard Quoti ent above 1 or a cancer risk
outsi de of the EPA acceptable range (1E-6 to 1E-4).

A. 2 Exposure Assessment

An exposure assessment was conducted to estimte the magnitude of

exposure to the contam nants of potential concern at the Site and

t he pat hways through which these exposures could occur. The results

of this exposure assessnment are conbined with chenical -specific

toxicity information to characterize potential risks. Human

receptors on or near the site were characterized under current and

potential future |and use (residential) scenarios. The exposure

pat hways eval uated quantitatively for the current use scenario (for - -

TABLE 1
HUVAN HEALTH



SUMVARY OF CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN

Chemi cal Surface Soi l Subsurface Soi l Sedi nment
I norgani cs

Al um num X

Arsenic X X X
Bari um X

Beryllium X X

Cal ci um X X

Chr omi um X X

Copper X

I ron X

Lead X X

Magnesi um X X

Manganese X X

Pot assi um X

Sodi um X

Vanadi um X

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

PCBs X

There were no contam nants of potential concern identified for surface
wat er .
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adults and children) are incidental ingestion of surfical soil
dermal contact with surfical soil, incidental ingestion of sedinent
from Fi shing Creek and dermal contact with sedinment in Fishing
Creek. The exposure pat hways eval uated under the future use
scenario, include the four nentioned above as well as incidenta

i ngestion of subsurface soil, and dermal contact with subsurface
soil .

After exposure pathways were devel oped, the concentrations at the
exposure points were cal cul ated. These exposure point
concentrations were based on the reasonably maxi mum exposure (RME)
scenario - that is, the highest exposure that is reasonably
expected to occur at a Site. The RME is cal cul ated by taking the
95% upper confidence limt on the nean of the natural |ogarithm
(I'n) transfornmed data. The data are transformed because the data
are assunmed to be | ognornal.

Once exposure point concentrations were devel oped, the chem ca

i ntake at each exposure point was cal cul ated. These assunptions,
along with the exposure point concentrations are used in equations
to develop the Chronic Daily Intake (CDI) for each exposure



for each exposure
pat hway.

A .3 Toxicity Assessnent

The purpose of the toxicity assessnment is to assign toxicity val ues
(criteria) to each chenical evaluated in the Baseline Risk
Assessnent. The toxicity values are used in conbination with the
estimated doses to which a human coul d be exposed to evaluate the
potential human health risks associated with each contam nant.
Human health criteria devel oped by EPA (cancer slope factors and
non-cancer reference doses) were preferentially obtained fromthe
Integrated Risk Information System (IRI'S, 1993) or the 1992 Health
Ef fects Assessnment Sunmary Tabl es (HEAST; EPA, 1992). In sone

cases the Environmental Criteria Assessnent Office (ECAO 1992) was
contacted to obtain criteria for chenicals which were not listed in
RIS or HEAST.

Sl ope factors (SF) have been devel oped by EPA for estimating excess
lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially

carci nogeni c contam nants of concern. SFs, which are expressed as
risk per mlligramper kilogramday, are nmultiplied by the
estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to
provi de an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetinme cancer risk
associated with exposure at that intake level. The term "upper
bound" reflects the conservative estimte of the risks cal cul ated
fromthe SF. Use of this approach makes underestimati on of the
actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Slope factors are derived from
the results of human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic animal
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bi oassay data to which nmathematical extrapolation fromhigh to | ow
dose, and from ani mal to human dose, has been applied, and
statistics to account for uncertainty have been applied (e.g. to
account for the use of aninmal data to predict effects on humans).

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating
the potential for adverse health effects from exposure to the
chemical s of concern exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs,

whi ch are expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estimates of daily
exposure |l evels for humans, including sensitive subpopul ations,

that are likely to be without risk of adverse effect. Estimted

i nt akes of contam nants of concern fromenvironnmental nedia (e.qg.

t he amount of a chemi cal of concern ingested from contam nated
drinking water) can be conpared to the RfFD. RfDs are derived from
human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or from ani mal bioassay data to which
uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use
of animal data to predict effects on hunmans).



A. 4 Risk Characterization

In this final step of the risk assessnent, the results of the
exposure and toxicity assessnents are conbined to provide nunerica
estimates of the carcinogenic and non-carci nogexlc risks for the
Site.

Cancer Risk is expressed as an increnmental probability of an

i ndi vi dual devel opi ng Cancer over a lifetine as a result of
exposure to the potential carcinogen. Excess lifetine cancer risks
are deternmined by nultiplying the intake level with the sl ope
factor. These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed
in scientific notation ( 1E-06 or |x10-6). An excess lifetine
cancer risk of 1E-06 indicates that, as a pl ausible upper bound,
an individual has a one in one million additional chance of

devel opi ng cancer, over a 70 year lifetime, as a result of site-
rel ated exposure to a carcinogen. The NCP states that sites should
be renedi ated to chem cal concentrations that correspond to an
upper-bound lifetime cancer risk to an individual not exceeding
1E-06 to 1E-04 excess lifetime risk. Carcinogenic risk |levels that
exceed this range indicate the need for performng renedial action
at the site.

The total incremental |ifetime cancer risk for offsite residents
under current |land use conditions was 1E-06. This represents the
sumof a child (age 1 to 6), adolescent (age 7-16), and adult (age
7-30), who is exposed to surface soil and sedinment. The risk is
primarily due to exposure of arsenic in surface soil and sedi nent.
This risk is at the risk level determined to be protective by EPA
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The increnental cancer risk for future offsite workers was 6E-06
This was the sum of both exposure pathway risks - incidenta

i ngestion of, and dermal contact with, surface soil. The risk was
due to incidental ingestion of, and dermal contact with, arsenic,
beryllium and PCBs This risk is within the risk range deened
protective of human health by the EPA

The lifetime excess cancer risk for future onsite construction
wor kers was 2E-06. This was the sum of all four exposure pathway
ri sks- incidental ingestion of surface and subsurface soil, and
dermal contact with surface and subsurface soil. The risk was due
to incidental ingestion of, and dernmal contact with, arsenic,
beryllium and PCBs (surface soil only) in both surface and
subsurface soil. This risk is within the risk range deened
protective of human health by the EPA



The total incremental |ifetime cancer risk for future onsite

residents was 2E-05. This was the sum of all four pathway risks -

i ncidental ingestion of soil, dermal contact with soil, incidenta

i ngestion of sedinent, and dermal contact with sediment for both

child and adult residents. The risk was due to incidental ingestion

of , and dernmal contact with, arsenic in sedinment, and arsenic,

beryllium and PCBs in surface soil. - -

To characterize potential noncarcinogenic effects, estimated intake
| evel s are conpared with toxicity values. Potential concern for
noncar ci nogeni c effects of a single contam nant in a single nmedium
is expressed as a Hazard Quotient (HQ . A Hazard Quotient is

cal cul ated for non-carci nogens to assess whether health problens,
ot her than cancer, mnight be associated with a Superfund site. It

is derived by dividing the chem cal exposure level at the site by
the chem cal |evel determned to be safe. |If the Hazard Quotient

is greater than 1 there may be concern for potential health
effects. Hazard quotients are cal culated for each chenical of
potential concern found at the site. To assess the overal

potential for non-carcinogenic effects Dosed by nore than one
chenmical, all of the hazard quotients cal cul ated for each chenica
are added together. The sum of the hazard quotient is called a
hazard index (H'). Like the hazard quotient, if the hazard index
is greater than 1.0 then the contam nants pose a possible health
risk.

An eval uation of the noncarcinogenic risk calculations presented in
the risk assessnent indicates that all of the hazard indi ces under
the current and future use scenarios are |less than 1.0.

The total H for current adol escent trespassers was 0.03, primarily
due to incidental ingestion of, and dermal contact with arsenic,
chromi um (VI), and PCBs in surface soil
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The total H for current offsite child residents (age 1 to 6) was
0. 005, due to incidental ingestion of, and dernmal contact with,
arsenic in surface soil. The total H for the current off site
adult resident was 0.0007, also due to incidental ingestion and
dermal contact with arsenic in sedinent.

The total H for future onsite workers was 0.08, primarily due to
i ncidental ingestion of, and dermal contact with PCBs, arsenic,
chrom um and manganese in surface soil. Future onsite
construction workers exposed to both surface and subsurface soi
had a total H of 0.7, primarily due to incidental ingestion of,
and dermal contact with PCBs, chromium and arsenic in surface
soil; and al um num arsenic, chrom um and vanadi umin subsurface
soil .



The total H for future onsite child residents(age 1 to 6) was 0.7,
primarily due to incidental ingestion of, and dermal contact with,
arsenic, chromium and PCBs in surface soil. The total HI for
future onsite adult residents (age 7 to 30) was 0.1, once again
primarily due to incidental ingestion of, and dermal contact with,
arsenic, chromum and PCBs in surface soil

To conclude, carcinogenic risk estimates for current and future
conditions are either belowthe lower limt 1E-6 or within EPA's

acceptable range (1E- 6 to 1E- 4). No non- carcinogenic hazard indices

exceeded EPA' s acceptable level of 1.0. In summary, EPA has
determ ned that risks to human health from contam nants in the soi
and sedinment are within EPA' s acceptable risk range and that
remedi ati on of the soil and sedi nent would not be required for the
protection of human health.

B. ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT
B.1 Contam nant Ildentification

A qualitative risk assessnent was conducted to determine if

ecol ogi cal chem cals of potential concern (ECOPCs) posed an
unacceptable risk to the ecol ogical receptors on and near the Site.
ECOPCs are a subset of all chem cals positively identified at the
Site. The screening criteria that are used to sel ect ecol ogica
chenmicals of potential concern are specific to ecol ogica

receptors; therefore, ECOPCs may often include different individua
chemicals than the human health assessnent. The chemicals at the
Site were evaluated as foll ows:

1) Chemicals were not listed if they were not detected in the R
envi ronnental sanples provided that the sanple quantitation
limt (SQ) was not in excess of the appropriate screening
val ues;
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2) Inorganic chemicals were elininated if the detected
concentrations did not exceed two tines the background
concentration (provided that the background concentration did
not exceed screening | evels);

3) Al chenmicals were elimnated if they were only tentatively
identified;

4) Al chemicals with a |ow frequency of detection (less than 5
percent for any nedia being evaluated) were elimnated from
consi derati on;

5) Chenicals were elinmnated from consideration if the maxi num



detected concentration did not exceed the appropriate
screeni ng val ue;

6) All inorganic chemicals in surface soils for which the range
of detection did not exceed the chem cals natural background
concentrations were elininated from consideration.

The following is a summary of the ECOPCs identified in each nedia
sanpled. In addition, a summary table is presented as Table 2
showi ng all of the ECOPC by medi um

Soil. The results of the surficial soil analyses indicated that
there are several ECOPCs present in the soil cover. These
conmpounds include: arsenic, barium copper, |ead, manganese,
mercury, zinc, PCBs, tetrachl oroethene, and toluene. O her
concentrations of inorganics and organics were detected in the
soil . However, the concentrations of these contam nants were bel ow
the typi cal background concentration ranges for native soils or
were bel ow the threshold standards established by EPA

Sediment. Wth the exception of barium all chenicals detected in
sedi nent were elinminated as an ECOPC. Barium was unable to be
elimnated from sedi nent during the screening process, because no
screeni ng val ue or background concentration was available for this
conmpound. However, bariumis not likely to cause a threat to the
aquatic environnment because it normally precipitates out of
solution as an insoluble salt and therefore is |ess bioavailable to
aquatic organisnms. It should be noted that it is unlikely that

bariumin sedinment will pose a significant risk to terrestria
organisns at the site. The rationale behind this statenent is that
it is unlikely that terrestrial organisnms will come in direct

contact with the sedinment at the site. In addition, bariumis not
known to bi oaccunul ate; therefore, this lints the possibility that
terrestrial as well as aquatic organisms will cone into direct
contact with these contam nants through the food chain. For these
reasons, exposure of terrestrial and aquatic organisnms to bariumin

O TABLE
ENVI RONVENTAL HEALTH
SUMVARY OF ECOLOG CAL CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN

Cheni cal Sur face Soi l Sedi ment
I norgani cs

Arsenic
Bari um
Copper

Lead

X X X X

Manganese
Mer cury
Zi nc

X X X



Pesti ci des/ PCBs

PCBs X
Pur geabl e Organics

Tetrachl or oet hene X

Tol uene X

There were no contam nants of potential concern identified for surface water

Bari um was unable to be elimnated from sedi nent during the screening process,
because no screening val ue or background concentration was available for this
conmpound. I n addition, bariumis not known to bioaccunul ate; therefore, this limts
the possibility that terrestrial as well as aquatic organisnms wil conme into direct
contact with these contam nants through the food chain. For these reasons, exposure
of terrestrial and aquatic organisns to bariumin sediment was no further eval uated
in this Baseline Ri sk Assessnent.
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sedi nrent was not further evaluated in this Baseline Risk
Assessnent .

B. 2 Ecol ogi cal Exposure Assessnent

Once the contam nants have reached the habitat, one or nore of
three possi bl e exposure routes may cone into play for a specific
receptor. These exposure routes are 1) ingestion, 2) respiration
and 3) direct contact. Ingestion of Contam nants occurs when an
organi smingests contam nated food or incidentally ingests other
contani nated nmedi a whil e feeding or through incidental ingestion of
contanmi nated soil. Respiration of contam nants occurs when an
organi sm absorbs contam nants across a respiratory nenbrane.
Cont ami nants are al so absorbed through direct contact with body
parts other than the respiratory organs.

In this particular study, the exposure route via ingestion (of
soils) was evaluated for the American robin (Turdus m gratorius)
and the eastern cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus) in order
to estimate the nagnitude of actual or potential exposure to ECOPC

in the surface soil. Intake nodeling was necessary to estinmate the
actual dosage of contam nants that these species nay be ingesting
fromthe surface soil. Estimtes of dosage were based on daily

i ntake rates and the exposure concentration.

Nei t her the exposure route via respiration or direct contact
(dermal) were estimated for terrestrial receptors. The air pathway
was not a concern in this particular study and was elininated.

Al so, both the inhalation and dermal exposure routes becone very



conpl ex to nodel (EPA, 1993).

The exposure point concentration (EPC) is the concentration of a
contami nant in an environnmental nediumto which a specific receptor
is exposed. It is generally calculated using statistica

nmet hodol ogy from a set of data derived from environmental sanpling.
The specific methodol ogy used to derive the exposure point
concentrations in this Baseline Ecol ogical R sk Assessnment (BERA)
is presented bel ow

0 For ECOPC and nedia in which the nunber of sanples was | ess
than 3, the maxi mum concentration detected was used to
represent the exposure point concentration.

0 For chenicals and nedia in which the nunber of sanples was
equal to or greater than 3, the upper 95 percent confidence
limt (UCL) of the log normal arithmetic nmean was used to
represent the exposure point concentration. In calculating
the UCL, one-half the value of the detection limt was used in
calculating the log normal nmean for all non-detect sanples.
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0 For chemcals and nedia in which the UCL exceeded the max/3num
detected concentration, the maxi munconcentra;ion detected was
used to represent the exposure point concentration

In this particular study, the two surrogate terrestrial receptors
(American robin and eastern cottontail rabbit) cho en for study are
t hought to be exposed to contaminated surface oils via either

i ncidental ingestion of the soil or by ingestior of contam nated
food. Total exposure of these organisns to the conlam nated surface
soil was estimated by approxi mati ng how nmuch of the contanm nated
medi a and/or food the receptor is taking in on a d Lily basis. This
value is otherwi se k~own as the daily intake (DlI) dose. The
equation and process used to calculate the DI |ose for each , of
these species is presented in the Baseline Ri sk ssessment.

B. 3 Ecol ogi cal Toxicity Assessnent

The ecol ogical toxicity assessnment involves detel mining the types

of adverse effects associated with contam nant exposures, the

rel ati onshi p between the magni tude of exposure and adverse effects,
and the related uncertainties involved with the assessnent.
Environnental toxicity data often cones in the form of the
concentration or dose necessary in order to i nduce sone observed
effect or response. Quite frequently the observed effect is sone
sort of nortality event such as the death of 5 percent of the

popul ation in an experinmental environment (i.e. LC or LD50). In the
case of this ecological risk assessnment, envircnmental toxicity



data often conmes in the formof environmental benchmarks, such as
NOAELs or LOAELs, obtained from various research studies.

The Toxicity Values for the ECOPC contained in surface soil that
were used to gage relative risk in this BERA were obtained either
directly fromthe literature, from chem cal specific docunents

i ssued by the Agency of Toxic Substances and Di sease Registry,

bi ol ogi cal reports issued by the United States Fish and Wldlife
Service, from chroni c No-Observed- Adverse- Ef fect Level (NOAEL) or
chroni ¢ Lowest - Qbserved- Adverse- Ef fect-Level (LOAEL) obtained from
HEAST, March 1994, or Toxicol ogi cal Benchmarks for Wldlife.

A safety factor of 10 was applied when converting froma chronic
LOAEL to a chronic NOAEL. A listing of TRVs for the American robin
and the eastern cottontail rabbit for each ECOPC in the surface
soil is presented in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.

B. 4 Ecol oqgi cal Ri sk Characterization

Ri sk Characterization is the final phase of the risk assessnent.
It is at this phase that the |ikelihood of adverse effects
occurring as a result of contani nant exposure to a contam nant is
evaluated In order to give "risk"" a nunmerica] value, a Hazard
Quotient (HQ for each ECOPC is-devel oped.

O TABLE
TRVs FOR THE AMERI CAN ROBI N
CAROLAWN SI TE (0OU2) ECOLOG CAL RI SK

ASSESSMENT
FORT LAWN, SOUTH CAROLI NA
TRV
CHEM CAL DERI VATI ON
LOAEL VALUE NOAEL VALUE ROBI N ROBI N
SPECI ES/ REFERENCE
ng/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day LOAEL TRV NOAEL TRV
| NORGANI CS
ARSENI C Br own- headed cowbird (2)
1. 10E+02 1. 10E+01 1. 1CE+02
1. 10E+01
COPPER 1-day ol d chicks (3)
3. 32E+02 3. 32E+01 3. 32E+02
3. 32E+01
LEAD Ameri can Kestrel (2)
5. 00E+02 5. 00E+01 5. 00E+02
5. 00E+01
MANGANESE New Hampshire chicks (4)
7.21E+02 7.21E+01 7. 20E+02
7.20E+01
MERCURY Ri ng- necked pheasant (2)
4. 2CE+01 4, 20E+01 4, 20E+01

4. 2CE+00



ZI NC Donmesti c hen (2)

2. 03E+04 2. 03E+03 2. 03 E+04
2. 03E+03
ORGANI CS

TETRACHL OROETHENE Mouse (1)
1. 40E+02 1. 40E+01 1. 40E+02
TOLUENE Mouse (3)
2. 6CE+02 2. 60E+01 2. 60E+02
2. 60E+01

PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs
PCBs Ri ng- necked Pheasant (3)
1. 80E+00 1. 80E-01 1. 80E+00
01

(1) HEAST, March, 1994
(2) Eisler, January, 1988; April, 1988; April 1987; April, 1993

(3) Opresko, D.M; B.E. Sanple; G W Suter Il. Toxicological Benchmarks for Wldlife:

Revi si on
(4) Gllup, WIllis D. and L.C. Norris

A safety factor of 10O was applied to the LOAEL value to extrapolate to a NOAEL val ue.

TABLE 4
TRVs FOR THE EASTERN COTTONTAIL RABBIT
CAROLAWN SI TE (OU2) ECOLOGI CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT
FORT LAWN, SOUTH CARCLI NA

CHEM CAL
DERI VATI ON

VALUE

ng/ kg/ day
| NORGANI CS
ARSENI C
1. 26E-01
COPPER
1.17E+01
LEAD
8. 00E+00
MANGANESE
8. 80E+01
MERCURY
1. 32E+01
ZI NC
1. 60E+02
ORGANI CS
TETRACHL OROETHENE
1. 40E+01

SPECI ES/ REFERENCE
LOAEL TRV

Mouse (3)

. 26E+00

M nk (3)

. 17E+02

Rat (3)

. 00E+01

Rat (3)

. 80E+02

Mouse (3)

. 32E+02

Rat (3)

. 60E+03

Mouse (2)

. 40E+02

LOAEL VALUE

ng/ kg/ day
NOAEL TRV

1. 26E+00

. 26E-01

1. 17E+02

. 17E+01

8. 80E+01

. 00E+00

8. 00E+02

. 80E+01

1. 32E+02

. 32E+01

1. 60E+03

. 60E+02

1. 40E+02 1
. 40E+01

1. 80E-

1994

TRV

NOAEL



TOLUENE Mouse (3) 2. 60E+02

2. 60E+Q01 2. 60E+Q2 2. 60E+01
PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs

PCBs Rat (1) 1. 00E+01
1. 00E+00 1. 00E+01 1. 00E+00

TRV- Toxicity Reference Val ue
(1) Agency of Toxic Substances and Di sease Regi stry (ATSDR)
(2) HEAST, March, 1994

(3) Opresko, D.M; B.E. Sanple; G W Suter Il. Toxicological Benchmarks for Wldlife:

Revi si on

A safety factor of 10 was applied to the LOAEL value to extrapolate to a NOAEL val ue.
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The Hazard Quotient (HQ nmethod was used to define potential risk
to the two representative terrestrial receptors via the soi
exposure pathway. This nmethod involves: 1) Estinmating the

exposure of each receptor species to ECOPCs by ingestion of

contanmi nated food and/or soil; 2) Determning from past scientific
studi es the hi ghest exposure |evel which produces no observed
adverse effects (NOAEL) and the | owest exposure |evel which
produces observed adverse effects (LOAEL) in the representative
species; and, 3) Dividing the estinmated receptor species exposure
| evel by the NOAEL and LOAEL. A LOAEL based HQ greater than 1 is

i ndicative that there may be a potential for adverse effects on the
receptor species.

Using the anerican robin as a potential receptor for the sol
exposure pathway, the LOAEL HQ val ues ranged from 4. 7E-06 to 6. 1E-
01 and the NOAEL HQ val ues ranged from 4. 7E-05 to 6. 1E+00 ( See
Table 5). In accordance with EPA's draft gui dance (Ecol ogi cal Ri sk
Assessnent Cui dance for Superfund - Process for Designing and
Conducting Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnents) for Ecol ogical Risk
Assessnents, renedial goals for the protection of ecol ogica
receptors should be bounded by the NOAEL val ue on the | ower end and
the LOAEL val ue on the upper end. Thus, the risk range is between
6. 1E-01 to 4. 7E- 05 whi ch does not exceed EPA's acceptable |evel of
1.0.

Usi ng the eastern cottontail rabbit, a potential receptor for the
soi |l exposure pathway, the LOAEL val ues ranged from 8. 8E-08 to

6. 2E-03 and the NOAEL val ues ranged from 8. 8E-07 to 6.2E-02 (See
Table 6). In accordance with EPA's gui dance for Ecol ogical Risk
Assessnents, renedial goals for the protection of ecol ogica
receptors should be bounded by the NOAEL val ue on the | ower end and
the LOAEL val ue on the upper end. Thus, the risk range is between
6. 2E-03 to 8.8E-07 which does not exceed EPA's acceptable |evel of
1.0.

1994



In summary, EPA has determ ned that risks to the ecol ogica
receptors fromcontam nants in the soil are bel ow EPA' s acceptable
ri sk range and that renedi ation of the soil would not be required
for the protection of the environnent.

7.0 DESCRI PTION OF "NO ACTI ON' SELECTED ALTERNATI VES

EPA has determ ned, based on the results of the Renedia

I nvestigation and the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, that no action is
needed for the soil, surface water or sediment. In addition, a
groundwat er remedy has been sel ected under a Record of Decision

i ssued for Carolawn (OUl). However, should future nmonitoring of the
site (e.g. Five-Year Review) indicate that the site poses an
unacceptable risk to the environnent, then EPA, in consultation
with the State of South Carolina, may initiate clean-up actions
under the authority of CERCLA and in accordance with the Nationa

O | and Hazardous substances Pollution Contingency Pl an.

O TABLE
SURFACE SO L HAZARD QUOTI ENTS FOR THE AMERI CAN ROBI N
CAROLAWN SI TE (0OU2) ECOLOGI CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT
FORT LAWN, SOUTH CARCLI NA

DOSE DOSE DOSE LOAEL NOAEL

HQ HQ HQ HQ HQ HQ
CHEM CAL MEAN MAXI MUM uCL TRV TRV
MVEAN+ MAX+ UCL+ MEAN MAX* UCL*
| NORGANI CS
ARSENI C . 06E- 01 7. 63E+00 1. 05E+00 1. 10E+02 . 10E+01
8. 2E- 03 6. 9E- 02 9. 5E- 03 8. 2E- 02 6. 9E- 01 9. 5E-02
COPPER . 22E+00 5. 19E+01 1. 01E+01 3. 32E+02 . 32E+01
2. 2E-02 1. 6E- 01 3. 0E- 02 2. 2E-01 1. 6E+00 3. 0E- 01
LEAD . 16E+01 7. 41E+01 1. 81E+01 5. 00E+02 . 00E+01
2. 3E-02 1. 5E-01 3. 6E- 02 2. 3E-01 1. 5E+00 3. 6E- 01
MANGANESE . 44E+01 1. 64E+02 6. 83E+01 7. 21E+02 . 21E+01
6. 2E- 02 2. 3E-01 9. 5E- 02 6. 2E- 01 2. 3E+00 9. 5E-01
MERCURY . 37E-02 5. 64E- 01 9. 13E- 02 4. 20E+01 . 20E+00
1. 8E- 03 1. 3E-02 2. 2E-03 1. 8E- 02 1. 3E-01 2. 2E-02
ZINC . 40E+01 3. 99E+02 1. 01E+02 2. 03E+04 . 03E+03
4. 1E- O3 2. 0E- 02 5. 0E- 03 4. 1E- 02 2. 0E-01 5. 0E- 02
ORGANI CS
TETRACHL OROETHENE . 13E-04 1. 56E- 03 9. 54E- 04 1. 40E+02 . 40E+01
6. 5E- 06 1. 1E- 05 6. 8E- 06 6. 5E- 05 1. 1E- 04 6. 8E- 05
TOLUENE . 22E-03 4. 76E- 03 1. 32E- 03 2. 60E+02 . 60E+01
4. 7E- 06 1. 8E- 05 5. 1E- 06 4. 7E- 05 1. 8E- 04 5. 1E- 05
PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs

PCBS . 87E- 03 1. 09E+00 6. 12E- 2 1. 80E+00 . 80E- 01
5. 5E- 03 6. 1E- 01 3. 4E- 02 5. 5E- 02 6. 1E+00 3. 4E-01

+Hazard quotients derived Froml.C)AJ~L TRVs
*Hazard quotienta derived fi'orn NOAJ~L TRVs



EPC - Exposure Point Concentrations
TRV * Toxicity Reference Val ues
HQ - Hazard Quoti ent

O TABLE
SURFACE SO L HAZARD QUOTI ENTS FOR THE
EASTERN COTTONTAI L RABBI T
CAROLAWN SI TE (0OU2) ECOLOG CAL
Rl SK ASSESSMENT
FORT LAWN, SOUTH

CAROLI NA
DOSE DOSE DOSE LOAEL

NOAEL HQ HQ HQ HQ HQ HQ

CHEM CAL MEAN MAXI MUM uCL TRV

TRV MVEAN+ MAX+ UCL+ VEAN* MAX* UCL*

| NORGANI CS

ARSENI C 9. 34E- 4 7. 86E- 03 1. 08E- 03 1. 26E+00

1. 26E- 01 7. 4E- 04 6. 2E- 03 8. 6E- 04 7. 4E-03 6. 2E- 02 8. 6E- 03

COPPER 6. 50E- 02 4. 67E-01 9. 12E- 02 1. 17E+02

1. 17E+01 5. 6E- 04 4. 0E- 03 7. 8E- 04 5. 6E- 03 4. 0E- 02 7. 8E- 03

LEAD 2. 39E- 02 1. 53e- 01 3. 73E- 02 8. 00E+01

8. 00E+00 3. 0E- 4 1. 9E- 03 4. 7E- 04 3. 0E- 03 1. 9E- 02 4. 7E-03

MANGANESE 1. 45E- 01 5. 37E-01 2. 23E-01 8. 80E+02

8. 80E+00 1. 6E- 04 6. 1E- 04 2. 5E- 04 1. 6E- 03 6. 1E- 03 2. 5E-03

MERCURY 2. 17E- 04 1. 66E- 03 2. 69E- 04 1. 32E+02

1. 32E+01 1. 6E- 6 1. 3E-05 2. 0E- 6 1. 6E- 05 1. 3E- 04 2. 0E- 05

ZINC 8. 92E- 02 4. 23E-01 1. 07E- 01 1. 60E+03

1. 60E+02 5. 6E- 05 2. 6E- 04 6. 7E- 05 5. 6E- 04 2. 6E-03 6. 7E- 04

ORGANI C

TETRACHL OEOETHENE 2. 09E- 05 3. 58E- 05 2. 19E- 05 1. 40E+02

1. 40E+01 1. 5E- 07 2. 6E- 07 1. 6E- 07 1. 5E- 06 2. 6E- 06 1. 6E- 06

TOLUENE 2. 29E- 05 8. 96E- 05 2. 48E- 05 2. 60E+02

2. 60E+01 8. 8E- 08 3. 4E- 07 9. 5E- 08 8. 8E- 07 3. 4E- 06 9. 5E- 07

PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs

PCBs 1. 75E- 04 1. 93E- 02 1. 09E- 03 1. 00E+01

1. 00E+00 1. 8E- O 1. 9E- 03 1. 1E- 04 1. 8E- 04 1. 9E- 02 1. 1E- 03

+Hazard quotients derived from LOAEL TRVs
*Hazard quotients derived from NOAEL TRVs
EPC - Exposure Point Concentration

TRV - Toxicity Reference Val ues

HQ - Hazard Quoti ent

O Record of Decisio
Carol awn (OU2) Superfund Site



8.0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The sel ected renedy as presented in this decision docunent has no
di fference, significant or otherwise, fromthe preferred
alternative presented in the proposed plan. In addition, the State
of South Carolina concurs with this remedy. South Carolina's
letter of concurrence is provided in Appendix Cto this ROD

APPENDI X A - ANALYTI CAL DATA SUMVARI ES

O Soi | Anal ytical Data Summar
Car ol awn
Ft. Lawn, South Carolina

1- SLA 1-SLB 2- SLA 3- SLA 3-SLB 4-
SLA 5- SLA 5-SLB 6- SLA 7- SLA
4/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94
04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
| NORGANI C ELEMENTS MG KG MG KG MG KG MG KG MG KG
MG KG MG KG MG KG MG KG MG KG
ARSENI C -- 1.2 3.7 4.1 1J 3
-- -- 3 1.7
BARI UM 200 90 86 64 420
1200 400 210 290 190
BERYLLI UM -- -- 0.50J 0.44J 2.5JN
0.75J . 045J 1.5 0.75J 0.74J
CADM UM -- -- -- -- -- --
0.97J -- -- --
COBALT 15 23 21 22 25 17
19 38 17 13
CHROM UM 62 38 83 39 40 380
170 28 210 220
COPPER 43 -- 130 -- -- 410
230 53 280 280
NI CKEL 8.3 9.3 8.5J 8.4 46 21
22 39 35 14
LEAD 43 9.3 70 14 -- 310
220 6.7 430 350
VANADI UM 51 100 77 110 130 63
50 73 67 53
ZI NC 377 -- -- -- 58J
130J 72 43J 747 120J
MERCURY -- -- 0.53 -- --
0.98 1.0 -- 1.7 0.70
ALUM NUM 7900 13000 9400 16000 29000
12000 12000 16000 15000 14000
MANGANESE 760 650 600 490 250 260
210 250 550 180
CALCI UM 1800 -- 1100 870 2600



2600 2200 4700 2600 3300

MAGNESI UM 2000 1100 960
3100 2700 7600 3000 3800

| RON 18000 33000 22000
25000 19000 27000 23000 20000

SCODI UM 120 -- --

POTASSI UM 520 230 400
780 1600 880 980
ER R R R S S S S R I R R R I S I R R R R R R S R R R R S I I R R R R S I R R S S I I R
* * * FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTI MATED VALUE

- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED
O
Sumary (cont)
Carolina
1- SLA
3-SLA 3-SLB 4- SLA 5- SLA
6- SLA 7- SLA
04/ 25/ 94

04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
PURGEABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG

TRI CHLOROETHENE( TRI CHLOROETHYLENE) --
- 277

TETRACHL OROETHENE( TETRACHLOROETHYLENE)
8J
8J

TOLUENE
25]
25]
PESTI Cl DE/ PCB COMPOUNDS UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG

1200 15000

30000 42000

570 6000 550

Appendi x A-1

Soi | Anal ytical Dat
Car ol awn

Ft. Lawn, South

1-SLB 2- SLA

5-SLB
04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94
04/ 25/ 94

UG KG UG KG

UG KG

UG KG UG KG

UG KG



UG KG UG KG
4, 4' - DDT (P, P' - DDT) --
13 -- -- --
4, 4' - DDE (P, P' - DDE) --
28 -- -- --
PCB- 1254 (AROCLOR 1254) 5400C
- -- 2900C 440
320
PCB- 1248 ( AROCLOR 1248) 440C
PCB- 1260 ( AROCLOR 1260) 700C
EIR R R R S I S R I I R R I S I R R R R S I R I R R S I R R R O S S S I R R S S I I I
*** FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTI MATED VALUE
-- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED
C - CONFI RVED BY GC/ Ms
-2
Soil Analytical Data Summary (cont)
Car ol awn
Ft. Lawn, South Carolina
1- SLA
3-SLA 3-SLB 4- SLA 5- SLA
6- SLA 7- SLA
04/ 25/ 94
04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94 04/ 25/ 94
04/ 25/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
EXTRACTABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG
4- NI TROANI LI NE 190J

1-SLB
5-SLB

04/ 25/ 94
04/ 25/ 94

UG KG
UG KG

Appendi x A

2- SLA



2000JN

1000JN

1000JN

700JN

FLUORANTHENE

PYRENE

CHRYSENE

(13- AND/ OR 4-) METHYLPHENOL

-- 300J

PHENOXYBI PHENYL (2 | SOMERS)

HEXACHL(]-?E]BI PHENYL (2 | SOVERS)

(DI ETHYL:A\I-\/I NO) PHENYL METHANONE

AM NOA\NTI-H-?ACENEDI ONE

DECAHYDRE):I'RI METHYLMETHYLENEMETHANO

AZULENE

HEXAHYDROHYDROXYTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL)

PHENANTHRENONE (2 | SOVERS)

CEDRCL

YLANGENE

THUJ OPSENE

QUATERPHENYL
-- 2000JN
METHYLBENZO C ACI D

OXYBI SBENZENE

92J

110J

180J

900JN

700JN

500JN

300JN
4000JN



10000J

20000J

N

2000JN

R R R R I R I SR S R I S I R S R R

600JN --
CHLOROBI PHENYLOL
PHENOXYBI PHENYL
QUATERPRENYL (3 | SOMERS)
5 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS
- 10000J
9 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS
8000JN --
11 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS
200000J --
13 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS
20000J --
15 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS
17 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS
- 80000J
PETROLEUM PRODUCT
*** FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTI MATED VALUE
N
Appendi x A-3

- PRESUMPTI VE EVI DENCE OF PRESENCE OF MATERI AL

MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

Soi |l Analytical Data Summary (cont)



Car ol awn

Ft. Lawn, South Carolina

11-SLB 12- SLA

15- SLA 15-SLB

04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94

04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94

| NORGANI C ELEMENTS

MG KG MG KG

MG KG MG KG
SI LVER

- 2. 8JN
ARSENI C

4.3 --

2.4 1.6J
BARI UM

140 220

51 52
BERYLLI UM

-- 0. 88J

0. 35J 0.713
COBALT

10 20

10 9.5
CHROM UM

9.3 47

38 40
COPPER

33 60
NI CKEL

9.3 29

6.2 12
LEAD

113 92

70J 33J
VANADI UM

69 72

42 140
ZI NC

37 47
MERCURY

-- 0.73

0.32 --
ALUM NUM

23000 18000

8- SLA

04/ 26/ 94

MG KG

2.2

110

0. 84J

13

54

93

17

91

65

5047

0.76

15000

13- SLA

04/ 26/ 94

MG KG

3.5

77

0. 80J

18

69

75

26

89J

75

38

14000

9- SLA

04/ 26/ 94

MG KG

94

0.51J

12

32

39

52

59

10000

13-SLB

04/ 26/ 94

MG KG

170

0. 89J

12

41

39

45

2.9J

63

43

19000

10- SLA

04/ 26/ 94

MG KG

160

0.92J

21

33

36

6.7

69

15000

11- SLA
14- SLA
04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94
MG KG
MG KG
4.3
3.4
88
77
0.74J
0.42]
7.7J
22
33
75
47
71
9.5J
8.5
59
120J
58
72
36
0.59
15000
13000



8300 31000
MANGANESE 230 610 340 210
190 430 550 160 690
160 160
CALCI UM 2800 1100 3600 1700
1400 5400 2900 5300 870
1700 --
MAGNESI UM 4000 1700 8300 4600
6700 8700 5000 13000 900
1400 1600
| RON 20000 18000 23000 20000
25000 25000 24000 24000 24000
13000 50000
SODI UM -- -- -- --
- 160
POTASSI UM 820 720 3000 1600
3000 4200 530 360 360
540 1000
ER R R R S S S R R R R I S I R R R R R R S R R R R S I I R R R R S T R R S S I I R
*** FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTI MATED VALUE
-- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED
Appendi x A-4
O Soi | Anal ytical Data Summar
(cont)
Car ol awn
Ft. Lawn, South
Carolina
8- SLA 9-SLA 10- SLA 11-SLA
11-SLB 12-SLA 13- SLA 13- SLB 14- SLA 15- SLA 15-SLB
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
PURGEABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
TETRACHL OROETHENE( TETRACHLOROETHYLENE) 10J -- -- --
PESTI Cl DE/ PCB COMPOUNDS UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
PCB- 1254 (AROCLOR 1254) 480 -- -- 77
-- -- -- 75 287 -- --

R R Sk I R R I O A R R O R S b O

* %% FOOTNOTES* * *

*kkkkkk*k



J

- ESTI MATED VALUE
- MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

Soil Analytical Data Summary (cont)
Car ol awn
Ft. Lawn, South Carolina

SLA 11- SLA 11-SLB

SLB 14- SLA 15- SLA

04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
EXTRACTABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS

UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG

900J

100J

Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE

METHYLI DYNEBEN-Z;ENE

QUATERPHENYL igi | SOVERS) B
PHENYLTERPHEN-Y-L B
DECAHYDROTRI IV;E:I'HYL NETHANOAZUL ENE- -
HEXAHYDROHY DRE);(YTRI METHYL( METHYL I-E:I'HYL)

PHENANTHRENOL (2 | SOVERS)
N -- --
HEXAHYDROHYDROXYTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL)

PHENANTHRENONE
N -- --

METHYLHEXADI ENE

8- SLA
12- SLA
15-SLB
04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94

UG KG
UG KG
UG KG

300JN

1000JN

300JN

Appendi x A-5

9- SLA 10-
13- SLA 13-

04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94

UG KG
UG KG



300JN .- .-
PENTADECANOI C ACI D

300JN .- .-
PHENANTHRENOL (2 | SOVERS)

400N .- .-
METHYL BENZENESUL FONAM DE

.- .- 300JN
DI CHLORONI TROANI LI NE
DI | SOCYANATOVETHYLBENZENE

200JN .- .-
DECAHYDROTRI HETHYL METHYL ENEMETHANO

AZULENE

-- -- 200JN
CHLORO( PHENYLENETHYL) PHENCL

-- -- 200JN
OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL)
PHENANTHRENOL

-- -- 1000JN

CHLORO( PHENYLMETHYL) PHENOL
- 70JN --
OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENOL
- 200JN --
AM NOANTHRACENEDI ONE
- 100JN --
HEXADECANO C ACI D
80JN -- --
- -- 200JN
1 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUND

2000JN

800JN



- -- 1000J

2 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS --
- 1000J --

4 UNI DENTI FI ED COVPOUNDS --
2000J -- 6000J --

5 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS --
3000J --
8 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUHDS --

PETROLEUM PRODUCT --

R R R R I I SRR R R I O O R S R R I O

* %% FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTI MATED VALUE
N - PRESUMPTI VE EVI DENCE OF PRESENCE OF MATERI AL

MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

Appendi x A -6

O
Anal ytical Data Summary (cont)
Car ol awn

Lawn, South Carolina

16- SLA 17- SLA 18- SLA
20- SLA 21-SLA 22-SLA 23-SLA
25-SLA
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94
| NORGANI C ELEMENTS MG KG MG KG MG KG

MG KG MG KG MG KG MG KG
MG KG

ARSENI C 1.9 -- --
-- -- 3.6 2.2J
1.9

BARI UM 43 43J 377
50J 31J 120 89

55

Soi

Ft.

19- SLA

24-SLA

04/ 27/ 94

04/ 26/ 94

MG KG

MG KG

1.

38

8J

1.7

527



BERYLLI UM 0.42] -- 0. 49J 0.58J
0. 80J 0. 48] -- 0. 46J 0. 69J
0. 45J
COBALT 5.8 10 6.7 7.7
8.2 9.6 24 15 13
23
CHROM UM 28 21 12 40
28 15 28 79 34
58
COPPER 40 -- -- --
- - - - - - 81 - - -
NI CKEL 3.8 9.5 13 12
8.7 6.8 12 3.9 4.1
4.7
LEAD 453 7.7 6.3 73
9.8 4.8 17 69J 133
183
VANADI UM 59 32 22 60
63 29 65 39 48
63
ZINC -- -- -- 24
ALUM NUM 11000 7400 6300 14000
14000 9700 14000 7800 9500
13000
MANGANESE 100 130 130 120
89 70 1100 740 360
500
CALCI UM -- 850J 830J --
-- -- 1900 1100 -- -
MAGNESI UM 1100 2000J 2300J 2400]
2500J 1600J 3300 640 480
590
| RON 20000 13000 8700 24000
24000 11000 21000 12000 16000
23000
POTASS| UM 450 630 300 840
1200 600 1300 320 280
380
EE IR S S S S R I S I R R S S S I
* %% FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTIMATED VALUE

-- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

Ap
pendi x A -7



O Soi |l Analytical Data Summary (cont
Car ol awn
Ft. Lawn, South Carolina

16- SLA 17- SLA 18- SLA 19- SLA 20- SLA 21-SLA
22-SLA 23-SLA 24-SLA 25-SLA
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94

PURGEABLE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
TOLUENE 5] -- 12 -- -- --
- - 9] -
PESTI Cl DE/ PCB COMPOUNDS NONE DETECTED

R R R R I I SRR R R I O O R S R R I O

* * * FOOTNOTES* * *

J - ESTI MATED VALUE
-- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED
Appendi x A-8
Soi |l Analytical Data Summary (cont)
Car ol awn
Ft. Lawn, South Carolina
16- SLA 17- SLA 18- SLA
19-SLA 20- SLA 21- SLA 22-SLA 23-SLA
24- SLA 25- SLA
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
EXTRACTABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG
DI | SOCYANATOVETHYLBENZENE 200JN -- --
DECAHYDROTRI METHYL METHANOAZUL ENE -- 3000JN 200JN

(DI NETHYLETHYL) METHYLPHENCL -- -- -
1000JN -- -- -- -- -

( HYDROXYPHENYL) ETHANONE -- -- -



.- .- .- 100JN

DECAHYDROTRI METHYLMETHYLENE --

METHANOAZUL ENE .-
.- .- .- 100JN
( HYDROXYNMETHYL) ETHANONE .-
.- .- .- 100JN
PHENANTHRENOL .-
1000JN .- .- 400N
HEXAHYDROHYDRODXYTRI METHYL ( METHYLETHYL) .-
DECAHYDROTRI METHYLMETHYL ENEMETHANO .-
AZULENE
.- 200JN 900JN
COPAENE .-
200JN .-
HEXADECANOI C ACI D .-
.- .- .- 200JN

200JN --
OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PNENANTHRENE

-- -- 100JN

OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENOL
1000JN -- 300JN

(2 | SOVERS)

-- -- 2000JN

DECAHYDROTRI METHYLMETHYL ENEMETHANOAZUL ENE

700JN
THUJ OPSENE

5000JN

400JN



300JN

OCTADECANO C ACI D

OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL)

5000JN

300JN

PHENANTHRENCL (2 | SONERS)

3000JN

3000JN

METHYL( TRI METHYLCYCLOPENTYL) BENZENE

300JN

OCTAHYDRODI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENE

400JN

300JN

CARBOXYLI C ACI D, METHYLESTER

HEXAHYDROHYDROXYTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL)

5000J

8000J

PHENANTHRENONE
700JN
300JN
300JN

UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS

UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS

UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS

UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS
7000J

UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS

UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS

200JN

1000J

10000J

5000J



11 UNI DENTI FI ED COVPOUNDS --
10000J --

IR R R I R SRR R R I S I R R R I R

* %% FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTIMATED VALUE
N - PRESUMPTI VE EVI DENCE OF PRESENCE OF MATERI AL

MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

Appendi x A-9
O
Anal ytical Data Summary (cont)

Car ol awn

Lawn, South Carolina

26- SLA 26-SLB 27-SLA
29-SLA 30- SLA 31-SLA 32-SLA
33-SLB

04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94

04/ 26/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94
04/ 27/ 94
| NORGANI C ELEMENTS MG KG MG KG MG KG
MG KG MG KG MG KG MG KG
MG KG

ARSENI C 2.6 4 --
-- 2.8 1.9 2]

BARI UM 537 200J 40J
35 66J 50J 36J
10

BERYLLI UM 0.77J 4. 1JN 0.41J
0.38J 1.2 0.61J 0.48J
1J

COBALT 8.1 28 3.5
8 8.6 3.7 2.9
14

CHROM UM 25 16 16
21 21 17 14
93

COPPER -- -- --

NI CXEL 7.3 18 4.8

-- 8.3 4.7 2.4]

Soi
Ft .
28- SLA
33-SLA
04/ 27/ 94
04/ 27/ 94
ME KG
ME KG
2J
2.5
24J
54]
0. 44J
0.62J
2.1
5.2
13
28
17
3.6
6.6



LEAD 20 --
9.8J 15 12
6.7
VANADI UM 69 110
44 100 44
73
ZINC -- 65 ....
9.6 -- --
53
ALUM NUM 16000 16000
7600 23000 10000
25000
MANGANESE 82 300
210 84 64
140
CALCI UM 940J 5600J
-- -- 370J
MAGNESI UM 1600J 9200J
620 17003 480J
11000J
| RON 25000 41000
14000 35000 17000
34000
POTASS| UM 790 5200
310 940 410
1500
EE R S S S S R I S R S I R S R S
* %% FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTIMATED VALUE
N - PRESUMPTIVE EVI DENCE OF PRESENCE OF MATERI AL

- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

pendi x A -10

Soi | Anal yti cal

Car ol awn

Ft. Lawn, South Carolina

SLA
SLA

04/ 27/ 94

28-SLA
33-SLA

Data Summary (cont)

04/ 27/ 94

29-SLA
33-SLB

04/ 26/ 94

14
13
45
53
15
14000
10000
56
30
920J
420
17000
18000
710
240
26- SLA
30- SLA
04/ 27/ 94
04/ 27/ 94

6.5
11
41
97
9000
20000
18
70
370J
1400J
14000
35000
240
820
Ap
26- SLB 27-
31- SLA 32-
04/ 27/ 94
04/ 27/ 94



04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94

EXTRACTABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS
UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG

OCTADECANO C ACI D

OCTAHYDRODI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENE
CARBOXYLI C ACI D, METHYLESTER
OCTAHYDRODI METHYL( METHYLETHYL)

PHENANTHRENECARBOXYLI C ACI D, METHYLESTER
300JN -- --
OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENOL

(2 | SOVERS)
4000JN .- .-
OCTAHYDROVETHYLMETHYL ENE( METHYLETHYL)

METHANOI NDENE
-- 600JN --
DECAHYDROTRI METHYLMETHYL ENEMETHANOAZUL ENE
-- 3000JN --
OCTAHYDRODI METMYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENE

CARBOXYLXC ACI D, METHYLESTER
-- 1000JN --
YLANGENE
-- -- 200JN
OCTAHYDROTETRAMETHYLCYCL OPROPANAPHTHAL ENONE
-- -- 300JN

CEDRCL

THUJ OPSENE
-- 900JN 200JN

UG KG
UG KG

400JN

400JN

UG KG
UG KG

300JN



METHYL( TRI METHYLCYCLOPENTYL) BENZENE
-- 800JN --
HEXAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL)
PHENANTHRENONE

PHENANTHRENOL

-- -- 3000JN
200JN --

DECAHYDROTRI METHYLMETHANOAZUL ENE
-- 900JN --
-- -- 500JN
1000JN -- --
900JN
900JN

HEXADECANO C ACI D
-- 400JN --
700JN -- --
600JN 600JN

OCTADECENO C ACI D

800JN 800JN
OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL)

PHENANTHRENCL (2 | SOMERS)
-- -- 3000JN
-- 6000JN --
4000JN
4000JN
OCTAHYDRODI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENE

CARBOXYLI C ACI D, METHYLESTER (2 | SOMERS)

1000JN 1000JN
1 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUND

-- 2000J --
2 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS

3 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS

500JN

400JN

7000JN

2000J

4000JN



3000JN --

4 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS .-
6000J .- .- .-

7 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS --

- 4000J
9 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS --
-- -- -- 7000J
12 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS --
10000J -- -- --
EIR R R R S I S R I I R R I S I R R R R S I R I R R S I R R R O S S S I R R S S I I I
*** FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTI MATED VALUE
N - PRESUMPTI VE EVI DENCE OF PRESENCE OF MATERI AL
-- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED
Appendi x A -11
O
Anal ytical Data Summary (cont)
Car ol awn
Lawn, South Carolina
26- SLA 26- SLB
29- SLA 30- SLA 31- SLA 32-SLA
33-SLB
04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94
04/ 27/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94
04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94
PURGEABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG
TOLUENE -- --
- - 2J - - - -

PESTI Cl DE/ PCB COMPOUNDS NONE DETECTED

IR R I R R I S SR O b I S R R S I R

* %% FOOTNOTES* * *

J - ESTI MATED VALUE

Soi

Ft.

27-SLA
33-SLA

28-SLA

04/ 27/ 94
04/ 27/ 94

UG KG UG KG
UG KG



-- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

Appendi x A -12

O

Anal ytical Data Summary (cont)

Car ol awn

t. Lawn, South Carolina

37-SLA
45- SLA
04/ 26/ 94
10/ 25/ 94
| NORGANI C ELEMENTS
MG KG
MG KG

ARSENI C
5.7

BARI UM
72
100

BERYLLI UM
0.51J

COBALT
12
12

CHROM UM
38
14

COPPER
30

NI CKEL
8.9
11

LEAD
147
22

STRONTI UM
NA
47

TI TANI UM
NA

1200

34-SLA
38-SLA
45- SLB
04/ 27/ 94
04/ 26/ 94
10/ 25/ 94

MG KG
MG KG
MG KG

0. 89J

147

720

35-SLA
39-SLA

04/ 27/ 94
04/ 26/ 94

MG KG
MG KG

40J
98

0. 55J

1.1

22

62

85

30

14

9.7
17J

35-SLB
40- SLA

04/ 27/ 94
04/ 26/ 94

MG KG
MG KG

36- SLA
41- SLA

04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94

MG KG
MG KG

1.8

23

51
140

0.42]

220

15
68

15J
280J

Soi



VANADI UM 46 47 72
49 75 120 57
76 34

YTTRI UM -- -- --
13 11

ZI NC -- -- --
38 34

MERCURY -- -- --
0.32 0.17

ALUM NUM 9300 7800 25000
8600 17000 14000 10000
20000 14000

MANGANESE 120 66 40
430 360 590 270
230 120

CALCI UM -- -- --
1900 3300 1500 1400
2900 830

MAGNESI UM 510J -- 1100J
2100 6500 2600 2500
4800 3000

| RON 17000 20000 29000
15000 24000 34000 17000
25000 15000

POTASSI UM 400 250 830
780 1800 750 920
2400 2300

SODI UM -- -- --
- 200

R R S Sk R S O S R R S S S R R I

* * *FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTIMATED VALUE

-- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED
NA - NOT ANALYZED

Appendi x A -13

Soi |l Analytical Data Summary (cont)
Car ol awn
Ft. Lawn, South Carolina
34- SLA

35-SLB 36- SLA 37-SLA 38-SLA
40- SLA 41- SLA 45- SLA 45- SLB

45
31

9200
10000

410
230

800
49000

520
26000

15000
16000

310
2200

35-SLA
39-SLA



04/ 27/ 94 04/ 27/ 94

04/ 27/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 10/ 25/ 94 10/ 24/ 94

EXTRACTABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG UG kG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG

4- NI TROANI LI NE -- --
- 3800J -- --
OCTAHYDRODI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENE -- --

CARBOXYLI C ACI D, METHYLESTER (2 | SOMERS) 600JN --
DECAHYDROTRI METHYLMETHANOAZUL ENE -- 500JN
METHYL( TRI METHYLCYCLOPENTYL) BENZENE -- 100JN

HEXADECANO C ACI D -- -
500JN -- -- -- -
HEXAHYDRODI METHYL ( METHYLETHYL) -- --

NAPHTHAL ENE .- .-
.- 100JN .- .- .-
OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL ( METHYLETHYL) .- .-

HEXAHYDROXYTRI METHYL ( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENONE .- .-
-- 100JN .- .- ..

(DI METHYLETHYL) PHENOL .- ..
.- .- 500JN .- .-

DECAHYDROTRI METHYLMETHYL ENEMETHANOAZUL ENE -- --

-- -- - 300JN -
OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) -- --
PHENANTHRENOL (2 | SOVERS) - .

-- 700IN -- 5000JN --

METHYLTRI METHYLCYCLOPENTYLBENZENE -- --

- -- -- -- 200JN
METHYLPHENYLANTHRACENEDI ONE -- -

- -- -- -- 1000JN



HEXAHYDROHYDROXYTRI METHYLMETHYLETHYL -- --

OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL ( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENOL 300JN .-
.- .- .- .- 7000JN
DECAHYDROTRI METHYLMETHYL ENEVMETHANO .- .-

AZULENE .- .-
.- .- .- .- 1000JN
2000JN .- .- .-

CEDROL .- .-
400N .- .- .-

THUJ OPSENE .- .-
300JN .- .- .-

METHYL ( TRI METHYLCYCLOPENTYL) METHYL BENZENE .- .-
300JN .- .- .-

OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL ( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENONE .- .-

(2 1 SOMERS) -- 2000JN
7000JN -- -- --
HEXAHYDROHYDROXYTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) -- --

PHENANTHRENONE .- .-
.- .- .- 1000JN 800JN
600JN .- .- .-

( DI METHYLETHYL) METHYL PHENOL .- .-
300JN .- .- .- .-
- 10000JN .- .-

ANTHRACENEDI ONE .- .-
- 6000JN .- .-

1 UNI DENTI FI ED COVPOUND .- .-
.- .- 1000J .- .-

2 UNI DENTI FI ED CONPOUNDS .- 300J
.- 4000J .- .- .-

5 UNI DENTI FI ED COVPOUNDS 8000J .-

6 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS -- -
10000J -- -- -- -

8 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS -- -



5000J 700000J

LSRR I S S I R R O R I kS I S R S R

* %% FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTIMATED VALUE
N -

MATERI AL

Appendi x A -14
Soil Analytical Data Summary (cont)
Car ol awn

Ft. Lawn, South Carolina

PRESUMPTI VE EVI DENCE OF PRESENCE OF

MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

34- SLA
36- SLA 37-SLA 38-SLA 39-SLA
41- SLA 45- SLA 45- SLB
04/ 27/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04126/ 94 04/ 26/ 94
04/ 26/ 94 10/ 25/ 94 10/ 25/ 94
PURGEABLE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG
TETRACM.OROETHENE( TETRACHLOROETHYLENE) 3J
TOLUENE 6J
PESTI Cl DE/ PCB COMPOUNDS UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG UG KG
UG KG UG KG UG KG

PCB- 1254 ( AROCLOR 1254)
780 --
4, 4' - DDE

15J --
15J

R R R Ik Sk T O S R R S S S R R R

* %% FOOTNOTES* * *

35-SLA
40- SLA

04/ 27/ 94
04/ 26/ 94

UG KG
UG KG

5]

113

UG KG
UG KG

35-SLB

04/ 27/ 94

UG KG

UG KG



J - ESTI MATED VALUE

-- - MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

Appendi x A -15

O

3-SD 4-SD

04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94

| NORGANI C ELEMENTS

MG KG MG KG
ARSENI C

0.91J --
BARI UM

24 --
BERYLLI UM
COBALT

3.3 3.7
CHROM UM

15 6
LEAD

2.1J 1.8
VANADI UM

18 12
ZI NC

- 14
ALUM NUM

1500 1100
MANGANESE

310 250
| RON

7800 5500
POTASSI UM

62 140

PURGEABLE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS
PESTI Cl DE/ PCB COMPOUNDS

EXTRACTABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS
UG KG UG KG

OCTAHYDROVETHYLMETHYLENE( METHYLETHYL) NAPHTHALENE
- 600JN
OCTADECENO C ACI D

Anal yti cal Data Sunmar

Car ol awn

Ft. Lawn, South Carolina

1-SD

04/ 26/ 94

MG KG

0.30J

1.4

1.8

15

1100

270

6200

76

NONE DETECTED

NONE DETECTED

UG KG

2-SD

04/ 26/ 94

MG KG

11

2.1J

13

1600

290

5100

88

UG KG



- 900JN

OCTADECANO C ACI D -- -- -
- 900JN

OCTAHYDROTRI METHYL( METHYLETHYL) PHENANTHRENOL -- -- -

(2 | SOVERS) -- -- -
- 8000JN
15 UNI DENTI FI ED COMPOUNDS -- -- -
- 20000J
1 UNI DENTI FI ED COVPOUND -- 900J -
;c*****************;c;c********************************************
* %% FOOTNOTES* * *
J - ESTIMATED VALUE

-- -  MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED

Appendi x A -16

Surface Wa=er Anal ytical Data Summary
Car ol awn

- Ft. Lawn, Sou=h Caroll na

1-SW 2-SW 3-SW 4- SW
201- SW 401 -TB
04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94

04/ 26/ 94 04/ 26/ 94 04/ 25/ 94
| NORGANI C ELEMENTS UG L UG L UG L UG L
UG L UG L

BARI UM 33 29 32 30
32 NA

STRONTI UM 95 86 93 89
93 NA

TI TANI UM 7.3 6.2 6.2 5.8
7.4 NA

ALUM NUM 350 280 260 240
310 NA

MANGANESE 60 52 53 59
59 NA

M& L M& L M& L M& L

M& L M& L

CALCI UM 9.3 8.4 9.1 8.6
9.1 NA

MAGNESI UM 3.8 3.5 3.8 3.6
3.8 NA

| RON 0. 88 0.76 0. 80 0. 69

0. 85 NA



SODI UM 7.9 7.2

7.8 NA
POTASSI UM 1.5 1.4

1.6 NA

PURGEABLE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS NONE DETECTED

PESTI Cl DE/ PCB COMPOUNDS NONE DETECTED

EXTRACTABLE ORGANI C CONFOUNDS NONE DETECTED

EE R S S S S I S I R I kS

* %% FOOTNOTES* * *

NA = NOT ANALYZED
Appendi x A -17
O Fi el d Paraneter Data Summar

Car ol awn
Ft. Lawn, South Carolina

Sanpl e pH Speci fic Conduct ance Tenperature
Nunber (SV) (umhos/ cm@52C) (@cC)
OO1- SW 6.9 202 19.5
02- SW 6.3 122 20.0
Q03- SW 6.3 121 21.6
Q04- SW 6.7 121 23.8

Appendi x A -18

O APPENDI X B - RESPONSI VENESS SUMVAR

O RESPONSI VENESS SUMVAR
CAROLAWN (OU2) SUPERFUND SI TE

1. Overvi ew

The U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public
comment period fromJuly 24, 1995 to August 24, 1995, for

interested parties to coment on the Renedial Investigations and the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent results and the Proposed Plan for the
Carolawn (OU2) Superfund Site in Fort Lawn, South Carolina. The
comment period closed on August 24, 1995.

EPA held a public nmeeting at 7:00 p.m on August 10, 1995 at the
Lewi sville Elementary School in Fort Lawn, South Carolina to

7.

1.

7.

1.

6

5



present the results of the Renmedial Investigation and the Baseline
Ri sk Assessnent, to present the Proposed Plan and to receive
comments fromthe public.

In the absence of any significant source of contamination in the
soil, surface water and sediment at the Site, the No Action
alternative was proposed by EPA to address the soil, surface water
and sedinment. In addition, a groundwater renedy has been sel ected
under a Record of Decision for Carolawn (0Ul). However, should
future monitoring of the site (e.g. Five-Year Review) indicate that
the site poses an unacceptable risk to the environnnment, then EPA,
in consultation with the State of South Carolina, may initiate

cl ean-up actions under the authority of CERCLA nd in accordance
with the National G| and Hazardous substances Pollution
Contingency Plan. Judging fromthe coments received during the
public comrent period, the residents and |local officials in the
Fort Lawn, South Carolina area support the cleanup alternative
proposed by EPA

The Responsi veness Summary provides a summary of citizens' coments
and concerns identified and received during the public coment
period, and EPA' s response to those conments and concerns. These
sections and attachnents foll ow

O Background of Comunity I|nvol venent

O Summary of Comments Received During the Public
Comment Period and EPA' s Responses

O Attachnent A: Proposed Plan for the Carol awn (OU2)
Superfund Site

O Attachnent B: Public Notices of Public Comrent Period

O O Attachnent C. Witten Public Conments Received During
t he Public Comment Period

O Attachnent D: Official Transcript of the Proposed Pl an
Public Meeting

2. Background of Ccrununity I nvol venent

EPA's community relations programfor the Site began in 1987, when
EPA conducted comunity interviews in order to develop a community
relations plan for the Site. At that tinme, residents living

adj acent to the Site were concerned about the Site and about any
health risks fromthe Site. In addition, residents did voice sone
concerns about |ack of information to the public during the renova
work at the Site and | ack of response to earlier conplaints about
the Site.



Throughout EPA's invol venent, the community has been kept aware and
informed of Site activities and findings. D scussions have taken

pl ace during visits to the area by the Renedial Project Manager
(RPM and the Community Rel ations Coordi nator (CRC). Concerned
citizens and Local officials were briefed prior to the Proposed

Pl an Public Meeting held on August 10, 1995 The Site mailing |ist
was expanded to include additional residents living in close
proximty to the Site.

3. Summary of Conmments Received During the Public Comrent
Peri od and Agency Responses

The Public Comment Period was opened on July 24, 1995 and was ended
on August 24, 1995. Public Notices which were published in |oca
papers can be found in Attachnment B

On August 10, 1995, EPA held a public neeting to present the
Proposed Plan to the conmunity and to receive conments thereupon.
All conments received at this public nmeeting and during the public
comment period are summarized bel ow.

Summary and Response to Local Conmunity Concerns

The foll owing i ssues and concerns were expressed at the Proposed
Pl an Public Meeting, and during the public coment period.

COMMENT: Several citizens expressed a concern that the Renedia

I nvestigation did not enconpass the entire parcel of property of 60
acres and would |li ke an additional investigation to take place on

t he adj acent acreage. Moreover, several citizens are apprehensive
about the existence of buried druns and feel that an additiona

i nvestigation would alleviate their concerns.

RESPONSE: Previ ous studi es suggested that there were nunerous
sources of contamination at the Site. Based on those studies,
several renedial actions have been perforned to renove contam nated
soils, druns (sone buried) and |iquid waste frou the Site. Wile
those | evel s of contam nation were greatly reduced, severa

Renmedi al I nvestigations were warranted to fully delineate al

contam nati on of known areas and to characterize the Site. Based on
the informati on obtained fromthe operational history of the
facility and the earlier investigations, including this Renedia

I nvestigation, EPA has characterized the Site and the nature of its
contam nants at all known areas of contam nation. However, if
further information (i.e., via the Citizen Advisory G oup) suggests
addi ti onal sources of contami nation exist, EPA will investigate the
area of concern to confirmthe nature and extent of contami nation
on. any of the remaining acreage.

COMME : An attendee requested EPA to appoint a conmittee fromthe
comunity to participate with the agency in future efforts and



decisions for the Site.

RESPONSE: Based on citizen interest at the nmeeting, EPA will pursue
the establishment of a Citizen Advisory Group for the Carol awn
Site. Once this group is established, the Citizen Advisory G oup
will participate with EPA in future efforts and decisions for the
Site. In addition, formation of the Citizens Acvisory Goup wll

i ncrease di ssem nation of information and provide vi abl e feedback
fromthe community for on-going inplenentation issues as well as
deternmining the need for additional investigation on the rengining
acr eage.

COMMENT: An attendee expressed a concern that the Carolawn Site was
cited as one of 114 sites in the United States that nost needed
cl eani ng up.

RESPONSE: Upon conpl etion of operational practices which occurred
during the 1970's, the Carolawn property was an area covered with
two incinerators, several storage tanks, two storage trailers and
many drumnms (both inside and outside the 3-acre fenced area). During
the early 1980 's, SCDHEC and EPA conducted several site

i nvestigations at the Carolawn Site. The results of these

i nvestigati ons showed the presence of trichlorethane (TCE) and

ot her solvents in nearby residential wells. The results also
indicated that the Site was contaminated with big | evels of netals
and organi ¢ conpounds.

During the late 1970's and early 1980's, the Site could have been
percei ved as one of the worst sites in the United States. However,
due to the elevated | evels of contam nation found and the potentia
threat for inmmnent danmage to public health and/or the environnent,
EPA initiated cleanup activities at the Site on Decenber 1, 1981.
The cl eanup activities continued through February 1982, and

i ncluded renoval of contam nated soils, drums (some buried), and

Oiquid wastes fromthe Site. Due to each of the response action
that have occurred at the Site, the levels of contami nation have
been greatly reduced.

Currently, the Site does not pose an inmm nent threat to public
heal th and/or the environment. However, the Site does pose a | ong-
termthreat to the public health through exposure to the ground-
water. A renmedy has been sel ected for groundwater renediation at
the Site and is expected to be inplenmented in the near future.

COMMENT: An attendee inquired about whether or not there is
additional funding to support any further testing of the other 60
acres of the Site.

RESPONSE: I n response, EPA stated that the Agency's current status
for funding is questionable. Based on budget cuts and the



occurrence of a Recision Bill that was passed this year to
basically pull back funds allocated for 1995, Region IV has shut
down sone starts of sone sites in other states that were ready to

i mpl enment cl eanup activities. As far as we know, EPA has funds for
next year. However, the Agency does not know how | ong the Superfund
program w || have funds. Like other Federal agencies, funding for
EPA has to be appropriated each year. Unfortunately, the Superfund
Law does not expire, but the part of the Law that collects the tax
that generates the noney to fund the program does expire. Thus, the
programcould go on if there is funding in the trust fund to
continue on. At this tinme, the agency is not sure about
reaut hori zati on or when the Superfund Law will be reauthorized.
Therefore, it is hard to comrit to saying there will be funding for
the kinds of investigations we would have to do. Currently, EPA
will have to start prioritizing everything to the worst-case-first
scenario. That being the case, further investigation of this Site
m ght not break out as a worst-case-scenario if there are limted
funds. EPA will try to obtain additional funds and continue to go
forward and maybe even do some things in-house of a limted nature
with the existing resources in-house. If the Agency has solid

| eads, we could also work through SCDHEC to try to pursue things
that way. At this point, it is an unanswerable question but, there
are options available. W think the Agency will have funds, and we
think that if there is a legitimte need, the Agency will go
forward and investigate those things.

Attachnment A

Proposed Plan for the Carol awn (0U2) Superfund Site

<| MG SRN 0495248G> SUPERFUND PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET
Carol awn Superfund Site-Operable Unit Two
Fort Lawn, Chester County, South Carolina

U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Region |V, Atlanta, GA

July 1995

This fact sheet is one in a series designed to inform the Site only after the public
comment period has ended

residents and |l ocal officials of the ongoing cleanup efforts and all information submitted

to EPA during that tinme has
at the Site. A nunmber of terns specific to the Superfund been revi ewed and consi der ed.



As outlined in section

process (printed in bold print) are defined in the gl ossary
encourages public participation

whi ch begi ns on Page 12.

for addressing contani nation

provi di ng an opportunity for the
| NTRODUCTI ON
proposed renedi al actions.

alternative, or a change fromthe

The United States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA)
anot her, nmay be made if public

presents this Proposed Plan for no further action for the

i ndi cate that such a change

Carolawn (OU2) Superfund Site ("the Site"), located in Fort
appropriate solution. The fina

Lawn, Chester County, South Carolina. Contam nant |evels
remedy will be docunented

have been substantially reduced through inplenentation of
after EPA has taken into

soil and source area cleanup activities conducted through a
fromthe public. Upon tinely

Renmpoval Action which occurred Decenber 1981 through

public comrent period by 30

February 1982. In addition, a groundwater renedy has

been sel ected for Carolawn (OUl). Studies to date indicate
that there is mininmal contam nation remaining at the Site.
information that is explained in

Therefore, EPA is proposing that no further action is

I nvestigati on Report dated

necessary at this Site to provide protection of human health
Ri sk Assessnent Report dated

or the environnment. This Proposed Plan identifies the

all other records utilized

reasoning for no further action and explains the rationale
specified in this docunent are

for this preference.

The EPA's decision for no further action represents a
Conment Peri od:

prelim nary decision, subject to public review and comrent
1995

under Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Environnenta
August 24, 1995

Response, Conpesation, and Liability Act (CERCLA,

known as Superfund), as anmended by the Superfund

Meet i ng

Amendrent and Reaut horization Act (SARA) of 1986.

August 10, 1995

This Proposed Plan is being distributed to the public in
7:00 P.M

order to solicit public input.

Lewi sville Hi gh Schoo

117(a) of CERCLA, EPA

by publishing Proposed Pl ans
at Superfund sites, and by
public to comment on the
Changes to the preferred
preferred alternative to
coments or additional data
woul d result in a nore

deci sion regarding the el ected
in a Record of Decision (ROD)
consi deration all comrents
request, EPA will extend the
addi ti onal days.

This fact sheet sunmarizes
greater detail in the Renedia
July 1995 and t he Baseline
July 1995. These docunents and

by EPA to meke the proposa

Public
July 24,

Thur sday,

Public
Dat e: Thur sday,
Ti me:

Pl ace:
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EPA is initiating a thirty (30) day public coment period
Ri chburg, SC

fromJuly 24, 1995 to August 24, 1995, to receive
comments on this Proposed Plan, the Renedia

conments or call:

I nvestigation (RI) Report and the Baseline Risk

Cynt hia Peuri f oy

Assessnent (BRA) Report. However, EPA will

Protecti on Agency

accommodat e requests for informal briefings during the
Renedi al Branch

week of the Proposed Plan neeting. EPA, in consultation
Courtland St, NE

with the South Carolina Departnment of Health and

30365

Envi ronnental Control (SCDHEC), will select a renedy for
435- 9233

contained in the administrative record for this Site. EPA
Organi ¢ Cheni cal Conpany

and SCDHEC encourage the public to review this

up the SEPCO Pl ant in

i nformati on, especially during the public conmrent period,
part of this clean up effort,

to better understand the Site, the Superfund process, and the
the waste of approxinately -

intent of this Proposed Plan. The admi nistrative record is
Site. As paynent for services

avail abl e for public review during normal working hours,
the plant in Cl over, South

locally at the site information repository, which is the
Car ol awn property.

Lancaster County Library, the Chester County Library or in
the Record Center at EPA, Region IV s office in Atlanta,
Recycl i ng and Di sposal, Inc.

Georgia (see page 11).

controlled the site.

permt from SCDHEC f or
THI' S PROPOSED PLAN
druns containing inert

was given approval to
1. Includes a brief history of the Site, the principle
3-acre fenced portion of the
findings of the Rl and a summary of the Baseline
SCRDI sold the 3-acre fenced
Ri sk Assessment;
Car ol awn Conpany.

Hi ghway

Provide witten
Yvonne Jones or
US Envi ronmnent al
Nort h Superfund
345
Georgi a

1- 800-

In January 1975, Col unbi a
(COCC) was contracted to cl ean
Cl over, South Carolina. As
COCC transported and stored
2,000 drunms at the Carol awn
rendered during the cleanup of

Carolina, COCC received the

After 1975, South Carolina
(SCRDI'), a subsidiary of COCC
During 1978, SCRDI obtained a
a one-tinme disposal of 300-400
waste. In October 1978, SCRD
di spose of enpty druns on the
property. After the disposal

area of the site to the



2. Presents EPA' s rationale for its prelimninary
began the construction of
sel ection of the preferred alternative; and
Wth conditional approval of

conducted with one incinerator
3. Explains the opportunities for the public to
i nci neration never devel oped. At the
conment on the alternative for the Carol awn
site by the Carol awn Conpany,
(OU2) Superfund Site.
contai ned a concrete | oadi ng dock

tanks and drums, two

trailers, 14 storage tanks, and as ~-.
S| TE DESCRI PTI ON AND HI STORY
liquid and solid wastes. An

storage tanks were | ocated

The Carolawn Site, |ocated on approxi nately 60-acres of
north. In 1979, SCRDI was

| and, is an abandoned, waste storage and disposal facility
woul d have to clean up the

| ocated in Fort Lawn, Chester County, South Carolina. The

site is situated less than three mles west of Fort Lawn, and

approximately one-half mile south of South Carolina
SCDHEC and EPA conducted site

Hi ghway 9 (see Figure 1.1). Rural and agricultural areas
site. These investigations

surround nuch of the site. The Lancaster & Chester
environnental and private residentia

Rai | road and County Road 841 border the site to the south
results of these

and Fishing Creek borders the site to the east. Woded
presence of trichloroethane (TCE)

areas and cultivated fields lie to the west and north of the
residential wells. The results

site.

was contam nated with high

conmpounds. Due to the

The Carol awn site was originally owed by the

contami nation found and the potentia

Sout heastern Pol | uti on Control Conpany (SEPCO of

public health and/or the

Charlotte, North Carolina. Beginning in 1970, SEPCO used
cleanup activities at the site on

the site as a storage facility for a solvent recovery plant
activities continued

| ocated in Clover, South Carolina. SEPCO went bankr upt

i ncl uded removal of

in 1974, and abandoned the Site | eaving approximtely
liquid waste fromthe site.

In 1978, the Carol awn Conpany
two incinerators on the site.
SCDHEC, a test burn was
however, full scale

ti me of abandonment of the

the 3-acre fenced area

a di ked area for storage of

i ncinerators, two storage

many as 480 druns cont ai ni ng
addi ti onal 660 druns and 11
outside the fenced area to the
notified by SCDHEC t hat they
Carol awn site.

During the early 1980's,

i nvestigations at the Carol awn
i ncl uded col |l ecting

wel | sanples for analysis. The
i nvestigati ons showed the

and ot her solvents in nearby
also indicated that the Site

| evel s of metals and organic
el evated | evel s of

threat for inmnent danmage to
environnent, EPA initiated
Decenber 1, 1981. The cl eanup
t hrough February 1982, and

contam nated soils, drums, and



2,500 druns of solvents on site. SEPCO had been storing Subsequently, in Decenber
1982, the Site was proposed for

the drummed solvents in anticipation of incinerating the inclusion on file Nationa
Priorities List (NPL). The

waste. However, neither an incineration permt nor a Carolawn Site was finalized on
the NPL in Septenber,

st orage/ di sposal pernmt was issued to SEPCO by the 1983. Since continued sanpling
of local residential wells

SCDHEC. showed persistently high

| evel s of TCE, the Chester

<I MG SRN 04950248H>

Muni ci pal Sewer District's water main from Hi ghway 9 was Al t hough this area was
addressed during an EPA renobva

extended to four of the five residences living near the site. action and again during the
1990 field investigation by the

These four residents were connected to this alternative EPA, Environnmental Services
Di vi sion, some uncertainties

wat er supply in 1985. still existed as to the

presence or absence of soi
cont am nation. Based on EPA's
review of all the avail able

Due to the conplexity of the Carolawn Site, and in order to data, it was determ ned that a
Renmedi al I nvestigation and

sinmplify the investigation and response activities, EPA Feasibility Study. (RI/FS)
needed to be conducted on OU2

divided the Site into two discrete study areas known as in order to develop a baseline
ri sk assessment and a sound

Operable Units (Figure 2). Operable Unit One (OU1) remedi ati on pl an

consi sts of source areas located on a 3-acre parcel within

the fenced area of the site and the groundwater | ocated The Rl field activities were

as follows:
beneath the entire Site (to include the groundwater beneath

OU2). Operable Unit Two (OU2) consists of the |and 0 Col I ected surface soi
sanpl es from 42 | ocations
| ocated i mredi ately around the fenced area and the | and t hat included one

background surface soil sanple;
| ocated north and west of the fenced area (north and west
drum areas) . 0 Col l ected 10 subsurface
soil sanples from 10

| ocations that included
one background subsurface

On August 29, 1985, a group of Potentially Responsible soi |l sanpl e;

Parties (PRPs) (the Carolawn Generators Steering

Committee) entered into a Partial Consent Decree with the O Col l ected 4 surface
wat er and 4 sedi nent sanpl es

United States Government to conduct a Remedi al fromoffsite | ocations
that included one background

I nvestigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for QUL. The surface water sanple

and one background sedi nment



purpose of this RI/FS was to fully characterized the nature
and extent of the contamination present at the Site and to

identify the relevant alternatives for renedial action. Phase

reconnai ssance of the Carol awn .,

| and Phase Il of the RI/FS, conducted at the Site between
surrounding area in order to identify

1985 and 1989, confuned the presence of volatile organic
which are potentially affected

conmpounds (VOCS) in the groundwater exceeding

mgration fromthe site;

Maxi mum Cont ami nant Levels ("MCLs") set by the

National Primary Drinking Water Regul ations in the Safe
screening to identify

Drinking Water Act. On Septenber 27, 1989, EPA issued

t hreatened species within the site

a ROD for QU1 which selected a groundwater interception
performed by contacting

and extraction systemas the renmedy for groundwater

and Wldlife Service. The

contamination at the site. It was also determ ned that due
was col |l ected, reviewed and

to the effectiveness of the renpoval actions, no source of
the investigation.

contamination remained within the fenced area of the site.
However, the findings docunented in the ROD for QUL

el ectromagnetic investigation to

indicated that |linted soil data was collected fromthe west
wastes or drunms at the site.

and north drum areas | ocated outside the fence; therefore,
col l ection of additional sanples was necessary to confirm
| NVESTI GATI ON

the Presence or absence of residual soil contam nation in
these areas. See the Section titled Update on QUL on page
and extent of contam nation

10 of this fact sheet for the current status of QUL
defined the potential risks to

envi ronnent posed by the Site. A

In response to these concerns, EPA conducted a field

four (4) surface water, and four

investigation at the Site in 1990. The purpose of the field
collected (see Figures 3 and 4).

i nvestigation was to provide additional information on the
ROD for OUl selected a

presence of contami nants in the subsurface soil at the
extraction systemas the

former storage areas situated outside the fenced area. The
contami nation at the site. Since a

sanpling results indicated the presence of VOCs in the soil
sel ected for the Carol awn

<I MG SRN 0495248]| >

sanmpl e;

O Conducted a site
site and the
the various habitats

by cont ami nant

0 Perforned an Ecol ogi cal
endanger ed and
area. The screeni ng was
the United States Fish
data fromthis agency

sununari zed as part of

0 Conducted an

| ocate any buried

RESULTS OF THE REMEDI AL

The Rl investigated the nature
on and near the Site, and
human health and file

total of Fifty-two (52) soil
(4) sedinment sanples were

As previously discussed, the
groundwat er interception and
remedy for groundwater

groundwat er remedy has been
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site, groundwater was not evaluated in the Rl or the

to identify the various habitats

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment. All sanples collected during the
by contami nant nigration

Rl were analyzed for volatile and extractable organic
reconnai ssance i ncl uded rough

conmpounds, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
habitat zones present and

and netals.

species within each habitat zone.

of species conposition or
Human Heal th
vari ous habitats were nmde

However, a baseline ecol ogi ca
The | aboratory results for al
to determne if there is any
eval uated to identify conpounds that exceeded threshold
the environnment from previous

concentrations (standards) established by EPA and
SCDHEC; or were statistically significant conpared to
background concenwations. These conpounds were

ri sk assessnent, the | aboratory

i dentified as chenicals of potentia
collected were evaluated to identify
conmpounds were further evaluated to determ ne the human

t hreshol d concentrati ons

health risks associated with their exposure to people. The
and SCDHEC; or were

ri sks for each of these conpounds was estinmated in the
conpared to background

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment Report.

conmpounds were identified as

sanpl es col l ected were

concern (COPCs). These

potential concern (ECOPCs). These

The following is a summary of the chenicals of potentia
eval uated to deternine the

concern identified in each nmedia sanpl ed.

with their exposure to

for each of these conpounds

Soil. The results of the surficial soi
Ri sk Assessnent Report.

there are several COPCs present in the soil cover. These
conmpounds include: arsenic, barium beryllium calcium

t he ecol ogi cal chenicals of

chrom um copper, iron, |ead, nagnesium manganese,

in each nmedi a sanpled. the

sodi um and pol yehl ori nated bi phenyls (PCBs). O her

used to sel ect ecol ogica

anal yses indicated that

the surrounding area it order
which are potentially affected
fromthe site. The

del i neati on of the various
identification of dom nant

No quantitative nmeasurenents
physi cal characteristic of the
during this investigation.

ri sk assessnent was perfornmed
present or potential risk to
site activities.

Simlar to the human health
results for all sanple
conmpounds that exceeded
(standards) established by EPA
statistically significant
concentrations. These

ecol ogi cal chem cal s of
conmpounds were further
environnental risks associated
ecol ogi ca

receptors. The risk

was estimated in the Baseline

The following is a summary of
potential concern identified

screening criteria that are



concentrations of inorganics and organics were detected in
are specific to ecol ogi ca

the soil. However, the concentrations of these contam nants
COPCs may often include different

were bel ow the typical background concentration ranges for
human heal th assessment.

native soils or were below the threshol d standards
establ i shed by EPA.

surficial soil analyses indicated that

present in the soil cover. These

Surface Water and Sedi ment. There were no COPCs

barium copper, |ead,

identified for surface water. In addition, no volatile and
PCBs, tetrachl oroethene, and

extractabl e organi ¢ conpounds, pesticides or PCBs were

of inorganics and organics

detected in any of the Sanples. Metals were detected in al
However, the concentrations of

of the surface water sanples. However, the concentrations
the typi cal background

of these contam nants were bel ow the typical background
native soils or were below the

concentration ranges.

establ i shed by EPA.

The sedi nent anal yses revealed that arsenic is the only

of barium all chemicals

chemi cal of potential concern in sedinment. In addition, no
elimnated as an ECOPC.

vol atil e organi c conpounds, pesticides or PCBs were
elimnated from sedi nent during

detected in any of the sanples.

no screening val ue or

avail abl e for conpound,
Envi ronnental Health
to cause a threat to the

normal |y precipitates out of

Ecol ogi cal Site Reconnai ssance. Black & Veatch personne
and therefore is |ess

conducted a site reconnai ssance of the Carolawn site and
organisns. it is unlikely that

terrestrial organisms will cone in direct contact with the

i ngestion of subsurface soi

sedi nent at the site. Therefore, it should be noted that it is
(skin) contact with subsurface soi

unlikely that bariumin sedinment will pose a significant risk

chemical s of potentia concern
receptors; therefore, the

i ndi vidual chem cals than the

Soil. The results of the
there are several ECOPCs
conmpounds include: arsenic,
manganese, Nercury, zinc,

tol uene. Ot her concentrations
were detected in the soil

t hese contam nants were bel ow
concentration ranges for

t hreshol d st andards

Sediment. Wth the exception
detected in sedi ment were
Bari um was unable to be

the screening process, because
background concentration was
However, bariumis not likely
aquatic environment because it
solution as an insoluble salt

bi oavai |l abl e to aquatic

O I ncidenta

O Der nal



to terrestrial organisns at the site. In addition, bariumis not

carci nogens and non-carci nogens pose different
known to bioaccunul ate; therefore, this linits the
potential health risks, the EPA cal cul ates two

possibility that terrestrial as well as aquatic organisnms wll

nunbers when estinmating health risks:

come into direct contact with these contam nants through
the food chain. For these reasons, exposure of terrestria
Quotient is calculated for non-carcinogens to

and aquatic organisns to bariumin sedi nent was not

whet her heal th probl ens, other than cancer,

further evaluated in this Baseline Ri sk Assessnment.
associated with a Superfund site. It is derived

the chemi cal exposure level at the site by

El ectromagnetic I nvestigation. The primary purpose of this
| evel determined to be safe. If the Hazard

El ectromagnetic I nvestigation was to |ocate any buried
greater than 1 there may be concern for

waste or nmetal objects at the site. No magnhetic anomalies
health effects. Hazard quotients are cal cul ated

were detected during the investigation. Detection of
chenmical of potential concern found at the site.

magneti ¢ anonelies would indicate the presence of buried
overall potential for non-carcinogenic

drumns.

by nmore than one chemical, all of the

quotients cal cul ated for each chem cal are added
SUMMARY OF RI SK ASSESSMENT
sum of the hazard quotient is called a

Li ke the hazard quotient, if the hazard

CERCLA directs EPA to protect human health and the
greater than 1.0 then the contam nants pose a

environnent from current and potential future exposure to
health risk

hazardous substances at the site. A risk assessnent was

conducted to evaluate the potential current and future risks

is expressed as an increnmental probability
associated with exposure to the site contam nants.
i ndi vi dual devel opi ng Cancer over a lifetine as a

exposure to tile potential carcinogen.
Human Ri sk

bel ow sunmari ze the health risks estimated

All of the chemicals of potential concern and the nedia
future exposure scenari os.

(soil and sedinment) in which these chemicals were found
were evaluated in a Baseline Ri sk Assessnent (BRA). A
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment is perforned at all Superfund
sites to deternine whether the site poses a current or
potential risk to human health and the environment, in

Because

types of

di fferent

1. A Hazard
assess
nm ght be
by di vi di ng

the chenica
Quotient is
pot enti al

for each

To assess the
ef fects posed
hazard

t oget her. The
hazard i ndex.
index is

possi bl e

2. Cancer Risk
O an

result of

Tables 1 and 2

for current and



Table 1

absence of any clean-up. Both potential carcinogenic and
non-car ci nogeni c risks were estimted, with respect to
POTENTI AL CARCI NOGENI C RI SK RANGE

current conditions and possible future conditions.

Pot enti al human exposure routes (for adults and children)

Exposure 9E-09 - I E-07
eval uated in the BRA included the follow ng:
Pat hways

O Incidental ingestion of surfical soi

Exposure 9E-09 - IE-05
O Dermal (skin) contact with surfical soi
Pat hways

O Incidental ingestion of sedinment from Fi shing Creek
O Dermal (skin) contact with sedinment in Fishing Creek

Unacceptabl e risks are those which have a

Future potential exposure routes for adults and children

| ess than I E-06. No action would be necessary

associated with site devel opnent that were eval uated

further protective of human health if the risk

included all of the scenarios listed above in addition to the
probabilities are between |E 04 and | E-06.

fol | owi ng:
O and the
cottontail rabbit are common terrestria

speci es
upl and habitats. Because these two

speci es

upl and habitats as well as the study

Current

Future

Not e:
probability

to be

easter
i nhabi ting

are commmon in

area, and a conplete

exposure pathway exists to these

Table 9 receptors via soil

they were used as surrogates to represent

the terrestrial species

exposed to contam nated surface soils

POTENTI AL NON- CARCI NOGENI C at the site.

HAZARD | NDEX RANGE

The Hazard Quotient

(HQ nethod was used to define

Current Exposure 2E-02 - 5E-05 potential risk to the

the representative terrestrial receptors
Pat hways via the
pat hway. This nmethod involves: 1)

soi |l exposure



of each receptor species

Fut ure Exposure

cont am nat ed food and/ or

to
6E- 01
soil; 2)

Pat hways
scientific studies the highest

roduces no observed adverse effects

exposure | evel which produces
Not e: Unacceptable risks are those
effects (LOAEL) in the representative
whi ch have a hazard i ndex above 1.0

Dividing the estinmated receptor species

NOAEL and LOAEL. A LOAEL

is indicative that there

may be a

effects on the receptor species.

- 5E-05

robin as a potential receptor for the soi

LOAEL HQ val ues ranged from

the NOAEL HQ val ues ranged from

Carcinogenic risk estimtes for

accordance with EPA's gui dance for
conditions are either below the | ower
Assessnents, renedial goals for the
EPA' s acceptable range (IE-6 to 1E-4).
ecol ogi cal receptors should be bounded by the

carci nogeni ¢ hazard indi ces exceeded EPA's acceptabl e
| ower end and the LOAEL val ue on
EPA has deternined that risks to
the risk range is between 3.8E-01 to
human health from contam nants in the soi
exceed EPA' s acceptable | evel of
are within EPA' s acceptable risk range and that renediation

level of 1.0. In sunmary,

of the soil and sedi nent woul d not

imt

current and future

1E-6 or within

No non-

and sedi nent

be required for the

protection of human health. A nore detailed discussion of
cottontail rabbit, a potential receptor
t he exposure routes and presentation of the risk estinmates
pat hway, the LOAEL val ues ranged from
can be found in the Baseline Ri sk Assessment |ocated in
t he NOAEL val ues ranged from

t he Adm nistrative Record.
accordance with EPA's gui dance for

Assessnents, renedial goals for the

Envi ronnental Ri sk

for

ecol ogi cal receptors should be bounded by the

Estimating the exposure
ECOPCs by ingestion of
Det erm ni ng from past
exposure | evel which g
(NOAEL) and the | owest
observed adverse

speci es; and, 3)
exposure | evel by the
based HQ greater than 1

potential for adverse

Usi ng the anerican
exposure pat hway, th(
6.8E-06 to 6.1E-01 and
6.8E-05 to 6. 1E+00. In
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk
protection of

NOAEL val ue on the

t he upper end. Thus,

6. 8E- 05 whi ch does not
1.0.

Usi ng the eastern

the soil exposure
9.5E-08 to 6.2E-03 and
9.5E-07 to 6.2E-02. In
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk
protection of

NOAEL val ue on the



| ower end and the LOAEL val ue on

A qualitative risk assessnent was conducted to deterni ne
risk range is between 6.2E-03 to

if ECOPCs posed an unacceptable risk to the ecol ogica
exceed EPA' s acceptable | evel of

receptors on and near the site. Al ECOPCs and the nedia
of concern (surface soil) were evaluated in the ecol ogica
section of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent.

determ ned that risks to the

for Drum contam nants in the soil are bel ow

At the Carolawn site, the terrestrial habitats present on the
range and that renediation of the soi

site property include upland habitats. The american robin

for the protection of the environnent.

PROPOSED FI NAL ACTI ON
does not appear to be

| ocal residents.

After careful evaluation of all the exposure routes,

esti mated carci nogeni ¢c and non-carci nogenic health risks,
construction of a series of extraction

and ecol ogi cal inpacts, the EPA has concluded that the
ground water, a treatnent

Carolawmn OU2 site does not pose an unacceptable risk to
contam nants which pose a risk to

human health or file environnent. Based on the data

envi roment, and di scharge of treated

collected in the Rl and the health and environnental risks
The extraction wells have

estimated in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, EPA
construction of the treatnent

recommends that no further action is necessary to provide
solicited soon.

additional protection to human health or the environment.
The Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment shows no unacceptabl e

to include coments on the

current or future risk for human health from exposure to the
wat er treatnment system during

soils or the sedinent. The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent shows
Design, as well as our

no unacceptable risk for ecol ogical receptors from exposure
contains a nore detailed

to the soils.

wat er design, can be revi ewed at

repositories |listed on page 11
Based on the results of the Renedial |nvestigation and the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment Report, EPA is reconmendi ng no

t he upper end. Thus, at
9. 5E- 07 whi ch does not
1.0.

In sutmmary, EPA has
ecol ogi cal receptors
EPA' s acceptable risk

woul d not be required

Owned Treatment Works (POTW

feasi ble or acceptable to

Thi s design includes

wells to collect contan nated
system design to renove

human health or the

ground water to Fishing Creek.
been constructed. Bids for

system are expected to be

I ndi vi dual s should feel free
Fi nal Design for the ground
this comment period. The Fina
March 1994 Fact Sheet, which
expl anation of the ground

the site information



further action at this site (OJ2). However, should future

monitoring of the site (e.g. Five-Year Review) indicate that
the site poses an unacceptable risk to the environnment, then

EPA may initiate clean-up actions under the authority of
rel ati ons program under

CERCLA and in accordance with the National G| and
citizens' concerns and needs for

Hazar dous substances Pol |l uti on Contingency Pl an.

enabl e residents and officials of a

t he deci si on-nmeki ng process.

aut hori zes technical work on a
UPDATE ON QU1
contractors prepare a

based upon di scussions

In response to concerns generated by citizens during a

| eaders and private citizens.

public neeting held on January 10, 1995, EPA coll ected
techni ques EPA will use to

two (2) sedinent and one (1) surface water sanple |ocated
the community during the

within the 3-acre fenced area. Al sanples were anal yzed
conmuni cati on efforts often

for volatile and extractabl e organi c conpounds, pesticides,
smal | informal neetings or

pol ychl ori nated bi phenyls (PCBs) and netal s.

rel eases, correspondence and

available for review at the site

The | aboratory results for all sanples collected were
eval uated to identify conpounds that exceeded threshold
concentrations (standards) established by EPA and
admini strative record and an

SCDHEC; or were statistically significant conpared to
reports and ot her docunents

background concentrations. In summary all conpounds
citizens. The adnministrative record is

were within an acceptable range. The results are avail able
i nformati on used by EPA to sel ect

for your review at the site information repository.
under the CERCLA. A

at the Region IV EPA Ofice in

Currently, EPA and the PRPs are continuing to work
informati on repository is a file that

toward i npl enenting the groundwater clean-up for OUL.

such as technical reports and

Based on coments expressed by | ocal residents and

the site. The information

officials, EPA is proposing that the G oundwater Treatnent
reviewed at the library listed

System be constructed as outlined in the Final Renedia

OPPORTUNI TI ES FOR PUBLI C
I NVOLVEMENT

EPA has devel oped a comunity
Superfund to respond to
information as well as to
comunity to participate in
Bef ore EPA carries out or
site, EPA staff and/or EPA
Community Rel ati ons Pl an( CRP)
in the community with |oca
This plan identifies the
comuni cate effectively with
remedi al process. These

i ncl ude tel ephone contacts,
formal public neetings, news
fact sheets. The CRP is

i nformati on repository.

EPA est abl i shes an

i nformati on repository where
are made available to

a file which contains al

a response action for the site
duplicate file is maintained
Atl anta, Ceorgia. The
contains current information
ref erence docunents regardi ng
repository docunents can be

bel ow. For information



regardi ng the docunents
Desi gn, dated Novenber 1992. Discharge to a Publically mai ntai ned in the
administrative record and i nformation

repository, visit the library |listed below or contact file EPA TECHNI CAL ASSI STANCE GRANTS
ARE AVAI LABLE
comunity relations coordinator for the site.

To assist conmunities in
interpreting the technical findings

You are encouraged to visit the information repository and at Superfund sites,
comunities may apply for Technica

contact EPA and SCDHEC representatives listed in this Assi stance Grants of up to
$50, 000. Congress and EPA

docunent for additional information. EPA would al so have established requirenents
for the use of this grant.

accommodat e requests for informal neetings during the Citizens who are interested in
a TAG may contact Ms.

public comrent period, to further explain the findings of Cynt hia Peurifoy at 1-800-435-
9233.

tile RI/FS and the Proposed Plan. Individuals interested in
arrangi ng briefings should contact EPA's Comrunity
Rel ati ons Coordinator for the Site.

Admi nistrative Record and I nfornmation Repository

Lancaster County Library Chester
County Library
313 South White Street 100
Center Street
Lancaster, SC 29720
Chester, SC 29706

(803) 285-1502 (803)
377-8145
HOURS
HOURS
Monday - Thur sday Monday
- Thur sday
9:00 am - 8:00 pm 9: 00 am
- 7:00 pm
Fri day Fri day
- Saturday
9:00 am - 5:30 pm 9: 00 am
- 5:00 pm

Sat ur day



Sunday

9: 00 am - 5:00 pm
Cl osed

Sunday
Cl osed

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON
Renmedi al Project Managers

Operable Unit One - Alfred Cherry
Operable Unit Two - Yvonne Jones
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atl anta, Georgia 30365
(404) 347-7791 or (800) 435-9233

Community Rel ati ons Coordi nat or

Cynt hia Peuri f oy
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atl anta, Georgia 30365
(404) 347-7791 or (800) 435-9233

Regi onal TAG Coor di nat or

Rosemary Patton
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atl anta, Georgia 30365
(404) 347-3931 Ext 6107

Sout h Carolina Project Manager

Ri chard Haynes
Di strict Engi neer
Sout h Carolina Department of Health & Environnental Control
2600 Bull Street
Col unbi a, South Carolina 29201
(803) 896-4070

GLOSSARY

Admi ni strative Record - A file which is maintained and contains al
to make its decision on the

sel ection of a response action under
review and a copy is to be
establ i shed at or near the site,

i nformati on used by the EPA
CERCLA. This file is required to be available for public

usually at the information repository. A duplicate file is



mai ntained in a central |ocation such
as a regional EPA and/or state office.

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment (BRA) - An assessnent which provides an evaluation of the potentia
risk to human health and the
environnent in the absence of renedial action.

Carci nogens - Substances that cause or are suspected to cause cancer

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) - A federal |aw
passed in 1980 and

nodi fied in 1986 by the Superfund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA). The Acts create a
trust fund, known as

Superfund, fromtaxes on chenical and petrol eum conpanies, to investigate and cl ean up abandoned
or uncontrol | ed hazardous

waste sites.

I nformati on Repository - Materials on Superfund and a specific site |ocated conveniently for
| ocal residents.

National Priorities List (NPL) - EPA s list of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous wastes sites
eligible for Iong-termclean
up under the Superfund Renedi al Program

National G| and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP) - The Federal regulation that
gui des t he Superfund
program

Noncar ci nogens - Substances that may cause other adverse health effects besides cancer

Parts Per MIlion (ppnm) - Units comonly used to express |ow concentrations of contaninants. For
exanpl e, 1 ounce of

Chloroformin 1 mllion ounces of water is 1 ppm |f one drop of Chloroforns are mxed in a
conpetition sized sw nmm ng

pool, the water will contain about 1 ppm Chl orof orm

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRP's) - This may be an individual, a conpany or a group of
conmpani es who may

have contri buted to the hazardous conditions at a site. These parties may be held liable for
costs of the remedial activities by

the EPA t hrough CERCLA Laws.

Publi c Comrent Period - Tinme provided for the public to review and conment on a proposed EPA
action or rul emaking after
it is published as a Proposed Pl an.

Record of Decision (ROD) - A public docunent that explains which cleanup alternative will be
used at a National Priorities
List site and the reasons for choosing the cleanup alternative over other possibilities.

Remedi al I nvestigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) - Two distinct but related studies, normally
conduct ed together, intended
to determ ne the nature and extent of contanmination at a site and to eval uate appropriate, site-



speci fic remedies.

Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure (RME) - A termused in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent. The RME is the
hi ghest exposure

to contam nants that is reasonably expected to occur at a site as is based on the professiona
judgenent of the risk-assessor

Responsi veness Sunmary - A summary of oral and/or witten public conments received by EPA during
a comment period

on key EPA docunments and EPA' s responses to those comments. The responsiveness sumary is

especi ally val uabl e during

the Record of Decision phase at a site on the National Priorities List when it highlights
comunity concerns for EPA deci sion-

makers.

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) - Federal |aw passed in 1974 to ensure water supply systens
serving the public would neet

m ni mum st andards for the protection of public health. The | aw was desi gned to achieve reform
safety and quality of drinking

water in the United States by identifying contam nants and establishi ng maxi mum accept abl e

| evel s.

Super fund Amendnments and Reaut horization Act (SARA) - Moddifications to CERCLA enacted on Cctober
17, 1986.

Vol atil e Organic Conmpounds (VOCs) - Organic conmpounds which easily change fromliquid to a gas

when exposed to the
at nosphere.

CAROLAWN (OU2) SUPERFUND SI TE MAI LI NG LI ST COUPON
If you have had a change of address and would |ike to continue to receive site related
informati on or would Iike for EPA to add your nane and address to the mailing |ist
for the Carol awn (OU2) Superfund Site, please conplete this self-addressed form
If you have any questions regarding this mailing list, please call Cynthia Peurifoy at
1- 800-435-9233.
NANME:
ADDRESS:
TELEPHONE: ( ) -
USE THI S SPACE TO WRI TE YOUR COMMENTS
Your input on the Proposed Plan for the Carolawn (0l12) Superfund Site is inportant in hel ping

EPA
select a final remedy for the Site. You may use the space belowto wite your coments, then



fold
and mail. A response to your comment will be included in the Responsiveness Sunmary,

<I MG SRN 0495248K>

PROPCSED PLAN PUBLI C COMMENT SHEET

Fol d on dashed |ines, staple, stanmp and nmil

Name
Addr ess
City State Zip
Cynt hia Peurifoy, Community Rel ati ons Coordi nat or
Nort h Superfund Renedi al Branch/Waste Division
U S. EPA, Region 4
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atl anta, GA 30365
<I MG SRN 0495248L> United States North Superfund Reredi al Branch
Envi ronnmental Protection 345 Courtland Street, NE
Agency Atl anta, Georgia 30365
Regi on IV

O ficial Business
Penalty for Private Use
$300

Cynt hia Peuri f oy

Community Rel ati ons Coordi nat or
(Carol awn NPL SI TE)

Attachnent B

Public Notices of Public Comment Period and Extension
of Public Comment Peri od

<I MG SRN 0495248L>



<I MG SRN 0495248M>

<I MG SRN 0495248N>

Attachnment C

Witten Public Conments Received
During the Public Coment Period

To: Cynt hia Peurifoy, Community Rel ati ons Coordi nat or
Nort h Superfund Renedi al Branch/Waste Division

From Susan K. Hel ns

Dat e: August 1, 1995

Topi c: Toxi ¢ Cl eanup

I would Iike to state my ideas concerning the proposed cleanup of the
toxic nmess in ny comunity.

1. The ground water within a mle radius of the site should be
treated with a pernmanent waste treatnment plant which should be built
on the site. The treated water should be punped to the nearest
natural creek (Fishing Creek). This plant should be built to al]ow
comunity to use for future growh after the contam nated water

has been treated. The estimated tine of conpletion should be within
an ei ght year period.

2. The soil and waste including druns have not been conpletely

cl eaned up as reported which was proven at the |ast public hearing
with photos and reports of private citizens. The entire site should
be exam ned again especially for underground druns and further cleanup
of the area conpl et ed.

Thank you for your support and investigation of the matter. | am

concerned for nmy sons and future grandchildren. | know you woul d be
also if you lived in nmy conmunity.

OAPPENDI X C - STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE



Sout h Carolina Conmmi ssi oner: Douglas E. Bryant

DHEC
Department of Health and Environnental Control Board: John H. Burriss, Chairnman
Ri chard E. Jabbour, DDS
2600 Bull Street, Colunmbia, SC 29201 WlliamM Hull, Jr., MD, Vice
Chai rman Cyndi C. Mosteller

Roger Leaks, Jr., Secretary
Brian K. Smith

Rodney L. Grandy
Promoting Health, Protecting the
Envi r onnent
Rodney L (I nndy
Sept enber 19, 1995

John H. Hankinson, Jr.
Regi onal Adm ni strator
U.S. EPA, Region IV
345 Courtland Street
Atl anta, GA 30365

RE: Carolawn OU-11 - Record of Decision
Dear M. Hanki nson:

The Departnent has reviewed and concurs with the revised Record of Decision (ROD) dated August
14,

1995 for the Carol awn Operable Unit Il (OU-11) site. In concurring with this ROD, the South
Carolina

Department of Health and Environnent Control (SCDHEC) does not waive any right or authority it
may

have under federal or state |aw. SCDHEC reserves any right or authority it may have to require
corrective action in accordance with the South Carolina Pollution Control Act. These rights

i ncl ude, but

are not limted to, the right to insure that all necessary permts are obtained, all clean-up
goal s and

criteria are nmet, and to take separate action in the event clean-up goals and criteria are not
met. Not hi ng

in the concurrence shall preclude SCDHEC from exerci sing any adnministrative, |egal and equitable
renmedi es available to require additional response actions in the event that: (1)(a) previously
unknown or

undet ected conditions arise at the site, or (b) SCDHEC receives additional information not
previ ously

avail abl e concerning the prenise upon which SCDHEC relied in concurring with the sel ected
alternative;

and (2) the inplenmentation of the renedial alternative selected in the ROD is no |onger
protective of

public health and the environment.

The State concurs with the selected alternative of "No-Action". The State concurrence on this
alternative

is based on the Baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnent, which determ ned that the Carol awmn OU- |
site



does not pose any acceptable current or future risks to buman health. This concurrence is also

based
on the Departnment's above nentioned reservation of rights.

Si ncerely,
<I MG SRN 0495248C>
R. Lewi s Shaw, P.E.
Deputy Conmmi ssi oner
Environnmental Quality Control
co: Hartsill Truesdale
Kei th Lindler
Al WIIlians, Catawba EQC

Gary Stewart
Ri chard Haynes

Attachnment D

O ficial Transcript of the Proposed Plan Public Meeting

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL AGENCY

REG ON |V
PROPOSED PLAN PUBLI C MEETI NG
FOR THE
CAROLAWN SUPERFUND SI TE
TRANSCRI PT OF PROCEED
AUGUST 10, 1995

Rl CHBURG, SOUTH CAROLI NA

WACHSMUTH, CVR

P. 0. Box 2711 CRS
ROCK HILL, S.C 29730

(803) 328-9640
REPORTER.  SUSAN WACHSMUTH, CVR

REPORTER:
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Dal | as Reporting
VERBATI M COURT REPORTI NG
P. 0. Box 2711 CRS
ROCK HILL, S. C. 29730

(803) 328-9640

PROCEEDI NGS
United States Environnental ProtectlLon Agency
Regi on IV
Proposed Pl an Public Meeting
for the
CAROLAWN SUPERFUND SI TE
August 10, 1995 - 7:00 P. M

Lewi sville Elementary School
Ri chburg, South Carolina

* *x *x K* *x *x * * * *

MS. PEURI FOY - Good eveni ng, everybody. W're

going to go ahead and get started. | am Cynthia
Peurifoy, and I'mthe Comunity Rel ati ons Coordi nat or
for EPA, Region IV, with the South Carolina Section of
the North Superfund Renedial Branch. I'd |like to

i ntroduce sonme people that are here with nme tonight:

M. Al Cherry, who is the Project Manager for Operable
Unit One of the Carolawn site; Ms. Yvonne Jones, who is
a Project Manager for Operable Unit Two of the Carol awn
site; Mss Marlene Tucker, who is our attorney for the
site; and M. Jan Rogers, who is the Chief of our
Section. W al so have sone people here with us from
the South Carolina Departnment of Health and
Environnental Control, M. Richard Haynes and M.
Enayet Ul | ah.

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South carolina

(803) 328-9640
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I'"d like to go over with you a little bit our
purpose for tonight's neeting. We're going to
sumrari ze the renedial investigation and site
background, and we're going to tal k about the study
findings. We're not going to spend a lot of tinme on
the site background toni ght because we know that you're
really here to talk to us. We're going to sunmmari ze
the baseline risk assessnment and we're going to talk
about EPA's preferred cleanup alternative, and we're
going to give you the rationale for what we're
proposing. We're then going to get into the sunmary of
t he groundwat er design, and then we're going to ask for
your conments, questions and concerns.

As you will notice, we have a court reporter here
toni ght; and we need to nmake sure that she's able to
get down everything that is said, so we're going ask
you to conme to the m crophone, identify yourself, and
say whatever you have to say. We're going to al so ask
you not to interrupt people when they're talking,
because she will go crazy, she's already told nme. So,
let's be very respectful of others and give her a
chance to do what she's here to do.

I wanted to talk a little bit about community
rel ati ons i ssues. EPA gives Technical Assistance
Grants to communities where there are superfund sites.

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina
(803) 328-9640

This is a grant of fifty thousand dollars to conmunity
groups to hire technical advisors. You have to do a 20
percent match, which can be done through in-kind
services, cash - - - whatever formyou like - - -
vol unteer services. You nust prepare a plan for how
you want to use the noney, and you can also hire a
person to handle the grant for you, an adm nistrator
You cannot use the TAG grant to devel op new i nformation
or to conduct sanpling or underwite |egal actions.
The group nust be non-profit and nust be incorporated.
We have two information repositories set
up where you can find adm nistrative records; they are
the Lancaster County Library and the Chester County
Li brary. You can also find the groundwater design at
the Lancaster |ibrary. You have an 800 nunber, you can
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call us at any time. It's 1-800-435-9233. Any tine
you want an update on the site, any time you have any
guestions or concerns, give us a call

I'"'m now going to turn things over to Ms. Yvonne
Jones.

MS. JONES - Basically, as Cynthia stated earlier,
due to the fact the majority of, | guess the citizens
here - - - please correct nme if I"'mwong - - - for the

t he

nost part pretty nuch have an understandi ng of what
took place in the background, as far as the Carol awn

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina

(803) 328-9640

history - - - site history.

MR. CHERRY - Yvonne, they say they can't hear you.
Lower your mke a little bit.

MS. PEURI FOY - Wiile we're doing this, can
everybody see the screen okay?

MS. JONES - We could also dimthe lights if that
woul d be nore appropriate. Basically, to sumarize, |
think, alittle bit of the history of the Carol awn
site, there was a conpany by the nane of SEPCO Conpany
that, basically, had what we would call a storage and
di sposal facility that operated on the whole entire
site, which we are estimating to be approximately five
acres - - - five to seven acres, | guess which
woul d be naned Car ol awn.

Around m d-1970, SEPCO Conpany basically went
bankrupt, and anot her conpany by the nane of the
Car ol awn Conpany basically canme in and al so operated at
the site. Unlike the SEPCO Conpany, they did not
operate on the whole entire site - - - at least to our
know edge they did not operate on the whole entire site
but basically they pushed out the drums that were
on the inside of the fence, known as SEPCO druns; and,
of course, they started their operations within the
three acre portion of the fence. | don't know if
everyone can see that. Sonetinme in 1979, the Carol awn

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, south Carolina

(803) 328-9640
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Conmpany went bankrupt. Not only that, there was sone
contami nation, basically VOC at this particular

time is trichloroethane - - - that was found in a
citizen's well. That led to several investigations;

mai nly SCDHEC, or South Carolina Departnment of Health
and Environnental Control, did a groundwater study. In
addition to that, that led to a renpval conducted by
EPA in 1981.

Basically, as you can see, the areas where the
renmoval took place were, for the nost part, within the
fenced in area. You can see that to the west
portion of the site, which is what we would have
consi dered the West Drum Area and, of course, the North
Drum Area.

Basically, this is a photograph taken in 1984. As
you can see, there are still a few horizontal tanks,
maybe one vertical tank that is still left on the site.
I do not have an aerial photograph that basically shows
the site as of this date. However, | can tell you that
there is at |east one horizontal tank in other
words, this is a tank that's fairly large and literally
hori zontal and, of course, we do have some
storage, | guess, drums out there; not really used, |
guess, for what they were using themfor, but we use
them for our renedial investigation activities.

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina

(803) 328-9640

Basically, the focus of this RI was to study the
area on the outside of the fence, and | guess | need to
talk a little bit about 0Ul1 and OU2. Based on what
|'ve heard, there seens to be a little bit of concern
as to what was considered to be OJ2 and what's
considered to be OUlL. Basically, what we considered
QUL to be was the area within the fence. That is the
area where we felt - - - or that we know that Carol awn
operated on. In addition to that, that al so included
the groundwater, not only below the three acre fenced
in area, but also the groundwater beneath the entire
site.

As far as OU2, which is our focus of this
i nvestigation that we have currently conpl eted
basically, we |ooked at the West Drum area. | don't
know, can everyone see that? W al so | ooked at the
North Drum area and, basically, the perineter around
the site. Basically, the area of focus was
approximately two acres of |and surroundi ng the chain
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link fence. One of the reasons we did this was - - -
doi ng Operating Unit One, basically, you know, we

i nvestigated the area within the fence. However, we
did not look at the areas right around the perineter of
the fence. So, it included that. There was sone
concern about whether or not the sedinent or the

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, south Carolina

(803) 328-9640

surface water had been properly addressed, so we al so
| ooked at the sedinent and surface water

Basically, we collected actually 52 soil sanples.
42 of those sanples were surface soil sanples. In
ot her words, those sanples were collected fromzero to
six inches. W collected 10 subsurface oil sanples,
four surface water sanples, four sedinent sanples. In
addition to that, we al so conducted what we woul d cal
a site reconnai ssance to basically determ ne the type
of ecol ogical systemthat we have out there. W also
conducted what we call electronagnetic investigation
And, in summary, what that is, it's really - - - it's
the way or it's a procedure that we use to determ ne
whet her or not we have any buried nmetal objects bel ow
t he surface.

And, as you can see here - - - I'mlittle out of
focus - - -but, basically, we've divided the site into
what we considered or called grids. Basically, in the
areas where we thought there was an indication of
contami nation, we sanpled in a 50 by 50 area
basically, taking conposite sanples. In the areas
where based on the aerial photographs did not really

| ook like they had any - - - | guess, stressed
vegetation or indication that there was contamnl natl on
out there - - - we | ooked at on a 100 by 100 grid

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina

(803) 328-9640

sanpl e. And, basically, this is just a map or a

figure that shows where we collected the sedi nent or
surface water sanples. Basically, on all sanples taken
during the focus RI, we ran what we call full scan
Basi cally, what that neans is we scan for PCBs,
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pesticides, netals, and, of course, all organics and
extractabl e inorganic. EPA and of course,

guess you could say EPA to begin with has what we

call a set of screening |evels that we consider to be
protective of human health and the environnent. Wen
we get ready to do our Risk Assessnent, basically what
we do is we say, do we have any contami nants that are
above those screening levels? In addition to that, we

al so take what we call a background sanpl e, where we
say, do we have any contam nants that are two tines, |
guess, whatever our background levels are? If we do
have contaminants, we basically sumthemup on a |ist
of what we call chemicals of potential concern. Now, |
just want to say that does not nmean that there's a
reason to be concerned. It basically nmeans that, hey,
you have some contam nants that are at el evated | evels.
We don't really know how el evated, we don't even know
if there's really a risk that's, you know, been
generated. But we're going to ook at them in the
process of using the Ri sk Assessnent, to determnine if

DALLAS REPORTI NG

Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina
(803) 328-9640

we do have an unacceptable risk. As you can see, there
were several inorganics, rather netals, on the surface
soil, subsurface soil, and, of course, we had arsenic
in the sedinment.

Basically, in this particular Ri sk Assessnent, we
al so | ooked at the inpact or whether or not there was
an inpact on the ecol ogical receptors out at the site.
Again, we also did a |ist of chemicals of potentia

concern. | would like to say that, as you can see,
this list is not exactly the sane as what you woul d see
for human health. The reasons are - - - or one of the

reasons i s because, you know, we are humans and, of
course, we're likely to be susceptible or either nore
or less to certain chemcals than, let's say, a rabbit
or a robin. So, that's why you'll see different
contanmi nants of potential concern than what you m ght
see for human health.

Basically, for human health, W | ooked at severa
different scenarios. W wanted to see, you know, what
woul d the risk be if soneone accidentally - - - |
shoul dn't say accidentally, but actually ingested
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surficial soil. What woul d happen if soneone actually
cane in contact with surficial soil that was

contami nated by the contami nants that | previously
menti oned. And, as you can see, we |ooked at what
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woul d happen to sonmeone if they ingested sedinment in
Fishing Creek or cane in contact with the sedinent in
Fi shing Creek. That was what we | ooked at on the
potential exposure routes for adults and children. The
reason why | say potential at this particular case is,
you know, there's no one living on the site right now
However, in the future there could be soneone living on
the site. So, again, we also have to | ook at what the
chances are of someone ingesting the surficial soil
dermal contact with soil sedinment in Fishing Creek, and
so on.

I"'mnot going to really go into depth on that; however,
at the end of our presentations if you would like to

ask questions, please feel free to do so.
Basically, as far as fromthe environnental

st andpoi nt, we basically | ooked at the ingestion of

either the American robin or, as you can see, the

eastern cottontail rabbit for surficial soil. Can
everyone see that? It's kind of hard to see.
Basically, | guess, it;s the same as what was in the

fact sheet, in case you mght want to turn there. But,
in summary, on the current future exposure scenario, in
summary we had maybe, | think it was, nine out of a
trillion. The range went nine out of a trillion to one
out of one hundred thousand, as far as one being that
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person that could get cancer if they were exposed to
contam nants at the site.

And | guess at this particular point 1'd like to
expl ai n sormet hi ng. EPA has what we call an acceptable
risk range. Basically, that is that one person
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in addition to your additional population getting
cancer fromthe nornmal area, so to speak could

get cancer out of ten thousand. As you canh see, we
didn't have anything close to that. W had maybe one
person, | think - - - worst-case scenario we had one
person out of a million getting, you know, possibly
getting cancer. Wich, of course, we take action if
it's one out of ten thousand. As far as | ooking at
what we call non-carcinogenic risks or, rather, risks
that are not cancer causing but are risks, basically
EPA has a boundary - - - and that boundary being

one - - - at which we would | ook at taking action. In
sumrary, our worst-case scenario was 0.6. So, again,
that's also well bel ow what we woul d consi der
unaccept abl e.

Basically, we did the same thing for the Anmerican
robi n and, of course, the cottontail rabbits. It's
done a little bit differently because, unlike
humans - - - we're basically going out to a spot so
many tinmes a day, and that's where they're getting
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their ingestion from But, in summary, basically those
values also fell within EPA s acceptabl e range.

And, based on the results of the Renmedi a
I nvestigation, and al so Baseline Ri sk Assessnent
Report, EPA is reconmending no further action at this
site, for Operable Unit 2, mainly just because we did
not have any unacceptable risk as far as human health
or environnmental health. However, should future
nmonitoring of the site indicate that the site poses an
unacceptable risk to the environnent, then EPA - - -
and | should say EPA in conjunction with the State, of
South Carolina - - - may initiate clean-up actions.

MR, CHERRY - Hello, I"'mAl Cherry, and |'mthe
Renmedi al Project Manager for Operable Unit 1. Operable
Unit 1 consists of a groundwater clean-up, within the
fence, of the site itself - - - in the site itself,
right inside the fence. So, for the | ast couple of
years we have been working to conplete a design with
our consultant, which is Conestoga-Rovers. | think
they finally put a good design together, and we hope
that this will do the required job

The Carol awn Groundwat er Renedi ati on System
consists of two treatnment processes. One of them
basically, is an Air Stripping/Clarification Process,
and the other process is an activated carbon with a bag
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filter process. The stripping process will be utilized
as a primary treatnent system and the activated
carbon, the bag filter, will be used as the secondary
system The stripping process is basically designed
to handle up to 20 mllion gallons, and it is an Air
Stripping Unit which is basically designed to achieve
removal of the particulants of concern. The
groundwat er systemw || receive the water fromfive
extraction wells, and these five extraction wells are
120 to 150 feet deep and will go down to what we cal
bedr ock.

Now, there are plans for another addition of five
wells, which will extend the capture plune to capture
all of the contam nants if it's necessary. These wells
are basically designed to produce a flow of one to two
mllion gallons, and we have five of the wells. The
treatment system as | said before, is designed to
handle a flow of 10 to 20 mllion gallons. Each
extraction well is four inches in dianeter. It has a
centrifugal, subnergible punp, and it also has a check
val ve. There's al so on each well what they cal
pressure transducers, and these pressure transducers
are installed so they can be incorporated into the
automatic systemitself. What these pressure
transducers will do is control the |level of water in
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each one of the wells, and it will tell the punps when
to operate and when not to operate, when to turn on and
when not to turn on.

So, now we have the wells. And after the wells we
have a tank which is called the equalization tank.
Basically, the equalization tank is designed to hold a
reservoir fromthe five punps, fromthe five extraction
wells. This particular tank will hold up to 475
gal l ons of water that is extracted fromthese wells,
and basically what this does is it gives us a retention
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time. In the tank itself we will have sone solids that
are being settled out while the water is sitting in the
tank, and we have a reservoir so once the controls from
the plant itself-decide that the air stripper needs a
certain anpunt of water, then these punps will Kkick on
and punp water over into the air stripper. This thing
is basically designed that they would get a retention
of about 23 minutes, that the water conming fromthe

wells would sit and will just set in this tank for 20
full mnutes. This will allow sonme settling of solids
that will fall out of this water that initially cones

fromthe well

The next unit, which is the air stripper, it is
designed to handl e 20 gallons per nminute. Now, we have
control valves, and they are | ocated downstream from
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the equalization tank. What they will do is, when told
by the control system they will punp, say, 20 gallons
per mnute of water to the air strippers Then the way
that the air stripper is designed, you actually have
water conming in the top and you have air bubbl es that
are being blown up froma blower fromthe bottom of
this tank, and the contami nated material will, being
volatiles, will adhere to the water com ng down in the
air going up, and you'll get volitization, and your

vol atiles conmng up the top of the stripper

Now, our consultant will apply for an air permt,
i f possible, but according to designing sone of the
calculations, they don't think that we're going to have
enough contam nants com ng off the top, volatiles
comng off the top of this air stripper, to require
that the stripper be permitted.

Okay, fromthat you will get renoval of VOCs, as
said before, by the bubbles, and the contam nants
attaching to the bubbles and going out the top of the
unit itself. And, according to sonme of the design
i nformati on that was conducted during the Feasiblilty
Study, the Renedial Investigation, from
manuf acturer's rep we found out that the air stripper
will renmove 90 percent of the TOC and 45 percent of the
DCE and 95 percent of the 1,2,DCE. The air stripper
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has a rempoval efficiency of 99.6 percent for TCE, 97.5
percent for 1,2,DCE; and 99 percent for 1,1, DCE

These rates, again, are based on the required effluent
criteria and expected perfornmance of the equi pnent
itself.

There are three water probes located in the unit,
and basically the water probes will turn the punps on
turn the punps off, and give signals to the rest of the
systemas to the status of the different units. So,
the air stripper would discharge the treated nateria
to the clarifier. Now, the second system consists of
the bag filter and activated carbon. Now, this could
be used two different tinmes. It would be used when
you' re having some type of nmintenance bei ng conducted
on an air stripper or when you need to achieve
addi ti onal renpval through the use of activated carbon.
Now, the streans are set up so that fromthe
equal i zation tank the flow goes into the air stripper
you have solids coming off the equalization tank, and
you al so have the volatile gases going off through the
stack of the air stripper itself. Okay, that nateria
fromthe treated water fromthe air stripper will then
go into a clarifier, and the water fromthe clarifier
can go to the discharge channel and the solids can go
to the dry bed, to the sludge drying bed. O, from
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that it can go to the bag filter. The bag filter, what
it does basically, it filters solids and keeps from
overl oading the activated carbon. And so you
actually - - - the bag filter has a dispcsable type
filter that you can take out if you need to take it
out. You can take it out and you clean it when you get
pressure across the filter, or you can run that
particular treated naterial into the activated carbon.
Now, the activated carbon has high-efficiency

renmoval, just like the air stripper itself. Very, very

seldomw Il you need to run both of these at the sane

time, unless you have a failure in one of the systens.
Okay, we have an outfall, and the outfall to

Fishing Creek is |,300 feet. There are severa

manhol es in that particular outfall, where we can take

sanpl es and we will know what's going on inside. So,

back to the plan itself. W have the watering beds.
The sludge fromthe watering system it can be di sposed
into a hazardous-type landfill. W have all these
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different controls on the systemitself which will tell

us - - - actually it would take a system send it back
to an operator, and we woul d have pre-set phone nunbers
that if you call it would call the phone nunber. In
case of a fire alarm it would call the phone numnber.
In case of a failure in the system it would call. In
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case you have sone type of intrusion, someone
interfering with the system

Here, again, this systemis also devel oped so we
can have additional extraction wells. So, we have a
capture plunme now, we have a plune now where it | ooks
as though five wells will capture the contam nation
that is in the groundwater underneath the site. But,
there are several things that can happen. If it's not
capturing it, we can build additional wells. W can
install additional wells to extend the plune. If it's
nmoving too slowmy, additional wells may speed up the
capture, and we can look at it that way. So, we think
that this systemwi |l do the required job, and will do
the job that we're | ooking for

In future design we actually have on this
particul ar draw ng and di agram we have plans if
requi red where we could put in another activated carbon
unit along with additional wells. Al through this
systemitself we have what we call sanple reports. W
can check the efficiency of the unit itself, |ike we
have sanple reports after the equalization tank where
we can go in and take a sanple. And we al so have
sanpl e reports after the air stripper. Now there
is - - - which | guess | would probably have to | ook
into it. There are sone things that this automatic
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system can nonitor, |ike pH and nmaybe inorganics,

and it will basically tell us if the streamcoming into
this treatnent systemitself is changing. But that's
basically the advantage of an equalization tank, so if
you' ve got different wells punping amunts of differnet
contaminants, once it gets into the equalization tank
you will have nore of an even flow of - - - even fill,
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even feed going into the different units itself.

Now, there have been sone questions about whet her
this plant can handle nultiuse uses. | don't know, but
our consultants seemto feel that if the noney was
avail abl e and people were interested they maybe coul d do
sonme additional things to have this. But from what |

understand, | don't know if this type system would be
able to take nunicipal sewage or not. | don't think it
will, but our consultants are saying it could be
possi bl e, but | don't know what the expense will be.

Here, again, we're talking about renoval of 90
percent. It would nore than reach the criteria - - -
our criteria for discharge - - - that we should have
| ess than 26 micrograns per milliliter of
trichl oroethylene, less than 25 mcrograns per liter of
di chl oret hene, and | ess than 30 nicrogranms per liter of
total solids. Wth the filters, with the clarifiers
that's | ocated behind the equalization tank, and with
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the bag filter and the activated carbon itself, | don't
see how this systemcould not be able to neet this type
of discharge requirenents from any of the equi pnent.
So, that's basically about it. I'Il try to
sumrari ze this. Again, what we have here, like | said
before, we've got proposed now, the systemw |l consi st
of five extraction wells, and these five extraction
wells will handle - - - each well will handle from one
to two gallons per mnute. We have, then, fromthat it
woul d be going to an equalization tank, And the
equalization tank will hold 475 gallons. Fromthe
equalization tank we go to the tray stripper, and the
stripper will, by streanms of water going up and by
streanms of water com ng down and punped air going up
the gases will attach to the water bubbles and go out
t hrough the stack of the stripper. Then, fromthat
stripper we go to a transfer. W get solids renoved
fromthe equalization tank, and they will conme down and
go to a sand drying filter as they develop in the
equal i zation tank. And then fromthat, you know, air
stripper, and fromthe air stripper we have a

clarifier. There will be retention and settling in the
clarifier. The solids fromthe clarifier can go to the
drying bed. Then fromthe clarifier we will run this

mat erial through a bag filter. It would filter again,
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and basically that material would also go down to the

dewat eri ng bed. And then fromthat when you wanted to

get additional rempoval you could run this effluent

t hrough an activated carbon filter and fromthere you

could go to your discharge channel and go out into the
stream and those solids would al so you woul d take the

carbon out and send it to a landfill. So, you've got
systenms that will guarantee a high renoval. So, |I'm
pretty sure this is going to be a good system | have

drawi ngs in the back if anybody is interested in

| ooking at them They seemto be real conplicated;
they're real busy, but they have all of the valves and
controls and the control units that operate the plant
itself.

MS. PEURI FOY - Thank you, Al. W have a comment
period going now | mssed one of ny slides, but it
ends August 24th. But it can be extended for an
additional 30 days should you nake a tinely request. |
want to do one nore thing and we're going to start
taki ng your questions and comments. | want to extend a
hearty thanks to two wonderful people, the McM nns
who have hel ped me so much in pulling this together and
changi ng school s and everything. | really appreciate
it, guys. Thanks a lot. Public comments, questions?

MS. LI SENBY - My nane is Donna Lisenby. For those

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina

(805) 328--9640

of you who don't know ne, | have spent sone tinme with
the EPA people. 1've been asking a | ot of questions.
|'ve spent probably over, gosh, a hundred hours
studying this particular site. You know, four hours
today with the EPA officials answered nmy questions, so
I'"'mnot going to need to ask them any questions
tonight. I'mjust going to read nmy conments to the EPA
for the record, and I'mjust going to sit down.
Comments to the EPA: In your fact sheet in the
hi story section EPA stated that there were a record of
2900 drums dunped on the site. You al so stated that
1140 druns were renoved. This |eaves the total of 1760
druns unaccounted for. You stated that only 7.5 out of
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a total of 82 acres was el ectromagnetically scanned for
buried druns. EPA' s aerial photos are dated in 1979,
from whi ch EPA and SCDHEC state there appear to be no
of f-site dunpi ng, however dunping occurred on the
property from 1970 to 1979. There are no aerial photos
for 1970, 1971, 1972, all the way to 1978. A dunp site
coul d have been considerably overgrown by the tinme an
aerial photo was flown nine years later. A known

nmet hod of disposal by the operators was to puncture
barrels, release the contents onto the ground, and
stockpile enpty drunms. The only way to determne if
this occurred on the other 60 acres that remains
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untested is if all groundwater for the entire site has
been tested. However, only approxi mtely 10 acres have
been tested - - - groundwater has been tested. There
continues to be physical remains on the property:

parts of half-buried and rusting and corroded druns;
green, red, brown and gray unidentified solvents.

PCBs, solvents, and netals - - - heavy netals

were all known site contam nants. These are

heavywei ght contam nants. The operators were clearly

sl oppy and indiscrimnate in where and how t hey dunped.
Based on these facts, my comments to the EPA are as
follows: | do not feel a sufficient investigation of
the entire property has occurred. | think there's

cl ear evidence, facts, that could indicate the
possibility of hidden burial or dunp sites somewhere on

the property. | feel very reassured by the redundant
and overdesi gn of the groundwater treatnent system
However, | feel strongly that the possibility exists
that further soil, subsoil and other, as yet

undet ect ed, groundwater plunmes could be present
somewhere on the remaining untested 60 acres.
Therefore, | would like to ask for further testing of
the entire site. While this could be goLng on, | would
also certainly like to see the groundwater get dunped
and treated with the treatnent systemthat you have
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approved. I'd like to see that started as soon as
possi bl e, before the contam nant plune noves into

Fi shing Creek. As a matter of fact, tonorrow would not
have been fast enough for ne for groundwater treatnent.
My third and final comment is that I'd like to comend
some of the conmunity nmenbers here toni ght who woul d
like to see a mnunicipal treatment capability added to

the system | think that's very forward thinking and
positive. | support this idea, if the PRP's stated
criteria can be net. However, | feel the groundwater

needs to be treated as soon as possible. Thank you.
MS. HELMS - My nane is Susan Helns, He-l-ms, and

| amfrom Ri chburg, but | teach in Geat Falls. | want
to thank you, the EPA, and the PRP for allow ng the
comunity to give input to your proposal. |I've witten

you, and now | would |ike to state my reconmendati ons
publicly concerning the proposed clean-up of the toxic
mess in our comunity. | feel the groundwater has to
be treated on the site i mmedi ately, as Donna said, and
believe the community deserves a pernmanent treatnent
facility. This facility should be built to allow the
comunity to use for future gromh after the
cont am nated water has been treated. The estinmated
time of conpletion of the decontani nated water should
be within an eight-year period. After hearing from
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residents of the conmunity, | think the oil and the
waste, including drunms, have not been conpletely
cl eaned up as reported. This fact was proven at the
| ast public hearing, with photos and reports from
private citizens. The entire site should be exam ned
agai n, especially for underground drums and further
cl eanup of the area conpleted. Thank you for your
support and investigation of the matter. | am
concerned for ny sons and ny future grandchildren.
know you woul d be also if you lived in nmy conmunity.
MR. NI CHOLS - Thank you for giving nme the
opportunity to speak. My nane is Barnett Nichols, |I'm
on the town council for the town of Richburg. | want
to commend the EPA, M. Cherry, Yvonne, the whole
group, for com ng back after January. They really did
take a licking and they really got their gall to cone
back, but we thank them | like M. Cherry's
presentation. This afternoon Ms. Yvonne asked nme woul d
I go down to the site with her, nmeet her down there.
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And | told her | would, I'd be there at 5:00. | didn't
have an opportunity to go over any of it | just
stopped at the gate, but the fence had been changed a
little bit fromwhen | was down there. In 1979, in
June, we had a trenendous fire down there and | was a
respondent, the first respondent, and | know where
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these chenmicals went. A lot of themwent into the air
a lot of them burned, but a |ot of themwent into the
ground. The reason | asked the lady to put that back
on the screen was | want to kind of show you where the
fire was. When | arrived, there was a bulldozer in
this corner of the site pushing druns, knocking hol es
in the drunms, letting the chemicals out. That'swhat
created the fire. And they had a swell going around
this way for this runoff. And | have the docunentation
fromthe newspaper that they stopped ne from punping
the water. And | told them| cane down to put the.fire
out, | was a firefighter. | didn't know anything about
hazardous materials, but | was a firefighter. | didn't
realize all this-was down there at that time, but it
was all kind of barrels, five or six hundred |ying
agai nst the fence. AOd druns, you couldn't even pick
themup. But at that tine there was three

trailers sitting ther& | see two now, but it was
three. These - - - there wasn't that nmany tanks back
there. | think there was about three or four. But the

i nci nerator had not been built. | don't know what that
is, I think it's a barrel site over there, | do not
know. | have no know edge of that. But | am

confident, | believe that | can stand here and tell you

that the druns are gone, because they were recycling
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the drunms that day. That's what they were doing. They
were letting the chemicals out in the runoff. I can
attest to that, that's my belief. | don't believe
there's any barrels here or anywhere else on the site,
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| just don't believe it. But | |liked the presentation
| liked the stripping, | liked the air filtrs. Are
those in tanden? Are both of those in |line?

MR. CHERRY - Yes.

MR, NICHOLS - Both in line. Are they going to be
housed, M. Cherry?

MR. CHERRY - Yeah, they have a building to put
themin.

MR. NI CHOLS - No vandal i sm can bot her thenf

MR, CHERRY - Well, they're going to have a
security system |f soneone comes in, it will set it
of f.

MR, NICHOLS-1'mtotally opposed to a sewer
plant. | don't like to see chem cals, | abhor
chemicals, you cannot get chemi cals out of solids once
you put theminto solids. And sewage is solids. It
woul d be a costly thing to put into operation a sewer
pl ant down there at this tine. Let's get the water out

first, and then | ook at a sewer system | thank you
for letting ne speak.
MR. BRUCE - My nane is JimBruce. |'ma resident
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of Richburg. It's amazing, you know. My wi fe and
noved to Rock Hill, South Carolina in 1979 from
Menphi s, Tennessee. We've lived in big cities all over
the United States in our 31 years of marriage. W got

to Rock Hill in 1979 and we said, man, that's it.
We're never going to go nowhere else. We're going to
stay in Rock Hill the rest of our lives. Well, after

about 15 years and the doubling of the Rock Hil
popul ati on, we said, God, we've got to do it again.

So, let's - - - for the sake of quality and for the
sake of our grandchildren, let's find a farmto nove
on. So, we |ooked. And thanks to brother Jim Gaston
(phonetic) back there, he found us a little place bel ow

Ri chburg - - - about five mles bel ow Ri chburg
and Septenber - - - I'msorry, August, exactly a year
ago, ny wife and I nmoved to that farm Wthin three
nont hs, our son Frank, his wife, and our three
grandchil dren al so nmoved onto the farm Wthin two
nor e nont hs, our daughter Debbie and her husband Janes
nmoved onto the farm And within the next 90 days, our
son Jimry and his little girls are going to nove on.
Well, | was pretty shocked when | heard about
Carolawn. | nean, initially it really was no big deal
but then | got wind that it was cited as one of 114
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sites in the United States that npst needed cl eaning
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up. Well, | started getting involved, as | talked
with some folks. And | really appreciate what's
happened since the |ast neetings. | wasn't - - - |

nm ssed the neetings because | wasn't aware of it unti
after - - - in fact, that's how | found out about
Car ol awn.

I'"'msatisfied, fromall the conversations that
I've had with numerous people, that what EPA has done
in that five to seven acres | think is commendabl e.

I'"'m okay with the proposed fix. My only suggestion
there is let's get it cranked up, let's get it started,
let's get it cleaned up right away. But |'ve got a
real problemenotionally with the of the 60-

plus acres. | have talked to an awful t of people in
the community. | genuinely believe fromthe bottom of
nmy heart that the same gusto that you tested those
seven acres should be applied to the balance of that
60; not only surface testing throughout the 60 acres,
but subsurface testing. | believe if you do that - - -
and please, give us the assurance that there is
anyt hi ng, any contamni nants found that those probl ens

will be addressed at that tinme - - - while we are
addressing the five to seven acres, let's |look at the
bal ance as well. | want my grandkids to grow up and

not be upset with nme because their skin is turning
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green, okay. Thank you.

MS. MORRIS - |I'mnot very nmechanical |l y-ni nded, so
speaki ng for the people who |ive near the Carol awn
site, | didn't quite understand, M. Cherry, about this
air stripper. One of the things you said, that the
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gases woul d go out of the side of the stripper, does
that mean that the pollution that's in the ground is
going to be coming out in air forne

MR, CHERRY - Not all of it. Mst of it is going
to be comng out in solids, that's why | tried to
enphasi ze when you have the groundwater com ng out
going into the equalization tank, you're going to have
solids comi ng down.

MS. MORRIS - But you will have some air pollution?

MR. CHERRY - Right. But according to sonme tests
that they've done - - - and they'll have to get a
permt - - - it won't be enough to create a problem
It's below the standard that's allowed to come out of
that unit itself. And the way they're doing this - - -
if you can - - - is | hope - - - | hope that | will be
able to do it, is show that all of these units have to
have a certain retention tinme. See, it's only 20
gal lons per mnute that that first unit will take, but
they' ve got 400 gallons of material in that first tank
And basically what that's in there for is retention
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time so that you get solids falling out. Then it goes
fromthere and it also will go into, you know, the
clarifier. So, you don't have all of this materi al

you have a very snmall anount of material coming out of
the stack itself.

MR, ROGERS - Can | just clarify alittle bit of
that? The air stripper - - - the concentrations in the
groundwater, as we talked last time, aren't necessarily
what we'd say are real high. They exceed what woul d be
acceptable fromlong termuse as a groundwater source,
and that's why we're basically instructed by the | aw
and feel like it's inappropriate to just leave it
without trying to remedi ate. But the
concentrations - - - | think we talked |ast tine that
when we conbine all these fiber covered wells will be
about 115 parts per billion, which is, in relative
terms, very little. It's not good for long term
consunption, therefore we're going to clean it up. But
as far as stripping that out in the air, you end up
with a very, very |l ow concentration com ng out of the
airstream and therefore it doesn't - - we don't
expect it would trigger any kind of requirenent for a
permt or even be regulated as a permtted discharge
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because the concentration's so low that it wouldn't be
deened to be able to cause any kind of adverse health
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effect.

MS. MORRIS - Let's hope not.

MS. PEURI FOY - Wbuld you give us your nane,
pl ease?

MS. MORRIS - |'m Margaret Morris.

MS. PEURI FOY - Thank you.

MR. ROGERS - Are there any other questions,

comments, or statenents?

MR. NICHOLS - | appreciate the chance to get up
here one nore tinme. | would like to see EPA appoint a
committee fromthe community to work with them on
setting up this air stripper, or whatever they want to

do. I'd like the community to be involved, then we
woul dn't have to be wondering what EPA was doi ng.
MR, CHERRY - |I'd |like to get Donna in. | sure

woul d I'ike to have her on ny side. Were is she?

MR. NI CHOLS - We need to be involved with the EPA,
the community needs to be involved.

MR. CHERRY - Yeah, well, she's been on our side.

MR. NI CHOLS - Cone on up here and give nme your
opi ni on.

MR, ROGERS - That's, you know, what we tal ked

about this afternoon. From what | understand, we got a
flavor lastunight - - - fromwhat Cynthia and Yvonne
talked to the conmunity or sone of the nenbers of the
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comunity - - - that they would be nore interested in a
constant interaction with us. One of the things that
was proposed |last year in the rewite of

Superfund - - - which never took effect because it
wasn't authorized, the bill was never passed, but we as
an agency are still looking at it as a tool and

i mpl ementing it where there's interest ard it's
appropriate - - - is what they're calling Citizen Action

Groups, which are - - - Citizen Advisory G oups, where
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the agency tries to let the community around the site
set up a group that fairly represents everybody's
interest, that continue to conduct an ongoi ng di al ogue
with the agency as we conduct and inpl enment things
related to the site. It's envisioned that it would

take place earlier than where we are with this site.

We certainly don't want to slow things down, we think -
- - when we were here last tinme, we certainly heard a

| ot of opposition to the idea of which discharge option
we were tal king about then. W' ve responded to that,
come back with the original concept of discharge to the
creek, and we seemto get a flavor that people don't
necessarily oppose that and would |like to go forward
with inplenmenting the cleanup. So, | think an area
that's real ripe for the Citizen Advisor G oup would

be this continuation of concern over other areas of
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contamination. It's kind of |ike taking 60 acres and
saying, let's go look for a needle in a haystack
That's - - - | may not have any nmoney to do that. But
at least - - - one of the things that's been very
effective is you know nore about the operations of
those sites over the years, because you can run down

t he peopl e who know sonet hi ng about it or were involved
with it or know this, that and the other. If we can
come up with sonme reasonably credi ble feedback to hone
in on some areas to explore, we can start focusing in
on any concerns about additional contanination at the
site. And it's very possible that the Citizen Advisory

Group would be a good way to go. So, | guess |I'd throw
that out for consideration. | think Cynthia, since
she's our Community Rel ations Coordinator, |I'mgoing to

talk to her about getting back to y'all and trying to
start initiating that. But ny one warning is that it
can't be a focus group with a predeternined interest.
It needs to be a fair representation of the community
involved with that group. We would like to do it in a
way that it's not too burdensonme on people's tinme, but
it does, therefore, keep you nore involved with
interaction with us about the site. It's one of the
frustrating things we have is we cone and do these
public neetings - - - partially, as has been pointed
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out earlier, because we're mandated by law - - - but we
do feel like we want to interact and find out and can
find out things fromy'all that we'd have a hard tine
finding and, you know, identifying in Atlanta. But we
generally have | ow turnout. The Citizen Advisory
Group, | think, gets at the issue of creating a nore
consi stent di al ogue where you can get better

i nterchange al ong the way about the |ife of the site.
We woul d hope and believe this is sort of toward the
end of the site and that we can get the nplenmentation
and groundwork going. W don't feel like there's any
remai ni ng problemat the old Operable Unit Two areas
outside of the site, realizing those are focused areas
that we're | ooking at. W can continue to explore the
remai ning 60 acres if we can start to get an idea of
what nmakes sense to go out and explore. Basically,
this will go into an operational phase whereby the punp
and treat won't clean up the aquifer quickly. It wll
have to operate and be nonitored and be eval uated over
time as we inplenent that residue. There's a
continuing dialogue as to whether we really have the
technol ogy to conpletely clean up the aquifer, but

we'll at least inplenment the existing technology to
date to inprove it to the point where we feel like
we' ve done everything we can. And we will periodically
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evaluate it to determ ne when are we no | onger being
effective in what we're doing, and that will be a very
good area for the Citizen Advisory G oup to be involved
in, too. Because if we conme back seven or eight years
fromnow and tell you we're going to shut it off
because we can't do any nore, but we haven't cleaned up
the aquifer, you're going to be upset, | guess. |If we
can involve you along the way and get a better
under st andi ng of what's technically do-able and

what's - - - may, in fact, end up being inpracticable.
We don't want to throwin the towel on the front end,
because we think we can significantly inprove that
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groundwat er. But we don't know that we can
acconplish - - - absolutely don't know we can
acconplish the goal we've set, which is get it back
downstream But that's something | want to throw out
to consider, because | think we will pursue the Citizen
Advi sory Group.

MS. LISENBY - OF the people in this room could
all the people who reside in this area pl ease stand.

MR. ROGERS - Define the area.

MS. LI SENBY - Okay. If you live within a 15-nile
radi us of the school, could you please stand. Ckay.
Of those people - - - I"mjust trying to, because
know everybody isn't confortable speaking - - - of
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t hose people, how nany of you would like to see further
testing of the additional acreage? Could you please
also stand if you would |ike to see further testing.
Is there anybody who did not stand up agai n? Okay.
That's about 95 percent of the residents in this room
would I'ike to see continued testing of the additiona
acreage. Thank you.

MR. SMTH - Good evening. My nane is Reid Smith
I"'ma realtor in Rock Hill. | do a lot of business in
the Fort Lawn, Richburg area. | have a question.
There's a possibility that at a date that the allowable
| evel of contamination will be raised and then SCDHEC
will say, well, this site does not warrant cleanup now
because we've raised the level of allowable
contaminants. |Is that possible? | understand fromthe
| ast neeting it was right there close, and | think
you - - -

MR. CHERRY - | think you were tal king about the
outside of the fence. Isn't that right?

MR, SMTH - No, the water. The groundwat er

MR, ROGERS - | guess ny answer is no. The cleanup
goal s are established based on health-based
eval uations. That cones from toxicol ogy and ot her
di sciplines that feed information to the agency. W're
not necessarily fully a health-based agency. Agency
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for toxic substances, disease registry, and other
peopl e get involved in identifying toxic effects of the
chemicals in all environments. W utilize the

i nformation that comes fromthat; such as, for
carcinogens, a thing called a Slope Factor is
established which tends to give you an ability in risk
assessnment basis to weigh the nature of the toxicity of
that chem cal so that you can incorporate it into the
Ri sk Eval uation at your site. If for some reason
additional health studies indicated the Sl ope Factor
was wrong, it could result in a different cleanup goal
both | ower and higher. That's about the only way you
woul d see a change. The MCLs are basically what we use
for groundwater, you know, Mxi mum Contam nant Levels.
Sone of those are heal th-based, some of those are

t echnol ogy- based. When we run ri sk assessnent on sone
of those, they don't conme out to be totally protective
in our program but they're an accepted standard

t hroughout the agency for consunption of that material
It's conceivable those could actually go down. |f
things change in the future, it changes those nunhers.
And in rare cases it's conceivable, as we devel op
better know edge of toxicol ogy, sone nunmbers could go
up. But | don't think that's going to be the genera
trend.
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MR SMTH - On this site.

MR, ROGERS - Well, any site. | nmean, this is kind
of a generic issue. W're using the same toxicol ogy
information on this site as we would on any site.

MR. SMTH -1 realize that.

MR, ROGERS - The only difference is the exposure
that occurs beneath the site.

MR, SMTH - So, it's definitely been cl eaned up?

MR, ROGERS - Well, yeah, as far as we're
around - - - as long as we're around and as |ong as
there's a programto be inplenented. And the DHEC
peopl e we work very closely with who have a corollary
program regardl ess of whether we continue to be around
or not, if there's anything to pursue, the sane issues
with the sanme types of approaches to cl eanup.

MR SMTH - |Is there a time frane?

MR. ROGERS - For this site?

MR, CHERRY - Can you tal k about the bids that went
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out ?

MR. ROGERS - For the cleanup or - - -

MR, SMTH - Filter and groundwater. Building the
air stripper and - - -

MR. ROGERS - We didn't want to talk about this
because we did want to get feedback on this but the
PRP's basically are ready to out and put this bid on
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the street; and they have, in fact, done it within the
| ast day or two.

MR. CHERRY - Went out on the seventh.

MR. ROGERS - And they're, | nmean, as anxious to
get this thing built and inplenented as anybody, since
they are doing this, not Federal funds but - - -

MR. SMTH - These are the conpani es that paid
bef ore?

MR. ROGERS - Yeah, these are the responsible
parties we identified to come in and do the
eval uations, the testings, and inplenment the renedy.
They're ready to go and noving forward with the bid
process now.

MR. SMTH - And they've explored every
possibility? I know going over to Lando was out. What
about Fort Lawn? Going down with a punping station to
Fi shing Creek and then going back up to - - - if you
have to expand on Fort Lawn's treatnment system It
woul d be that much better for the comrunity down there

MR. ROGERS - They explored some other options, the
bi ggest one being Great Falls. And the sewer line
isn't there, and they don't really feel an obligation
to lay the sewer lines 10 or 11 miles up to the site.
So, | mean, other options as viable as could be
percei ved were expl ored.
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MR SM TH - Explored with the idea of nmaybe sone

help fromlocal or Federal government to - - - if you
had to expand on the sewer treatnent sys;emat any tine
would it be - - - would they explore tha possibility?

MR. ROGERS - They're not opposed to that. The
problemis we don't really have any direct authority to
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initiate that kind of a process, and the reality of it
is: what we're building out there for tile materia
we're going to treat is conpletely different process-
wi se than what you woul d deal with domestic sewage.
You're basically punping water out of the ground that's
relatively clear, and the suspended solids basically is
alittle sand that comes out fromthe well. Those fal
out in the equalization tank, and you basically have
clear water at this point that has solubilized
contamination. And therefore, the proceeds fromthere
goes fairly sinply. Donestic waste systenms have to
deal with a very large load of solids coming in of a
very different nature, and a different treatnent
process. So, to expand the system basically neans to
build al most a parallel, totally different process
systemto deal with donmestic sewage.

MR. SMTH - They don't have to fill it in on this
site; like | say, punp it to sonewhere. | know
citizens down the road between here and Lando are
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opposed to it.

MR. ROGERS - Yeah. Generally, you know, there was
so much outcry that - - - we don't want it punped
t hrough our nei ghborhoods to get to the treatnent
plant, we'd rather see you dunp it in the creek. And
we have the technology that's available to do that. To
reach the standards and nonitor it so we feel like it's
controll able and safe to discharge to Fishing Creek
wi t hout causing an undue threat of an exceedance or a
significant long termrel ease. So, we have basically
what seens to be the npbst |ogical place to go with it.
And it's the quickest to inplenment.

MR. SMTH - Ri ght now?

MR, ROGERS - At this point.

MS. TUCKER - | want to clarify something that
seens to have caused sone great alarm |'m Marl ene
Tucker, and I'mthe assigned attorney for EPA at this
site. And, having had the arduous task of trying to
pi ece together all the facts of how the various
owners - - - fornmer owners of the site operated so
could make a case to find who the Potentially
Responsi ble Parties are, | can tell you that the manner
in which the former owner, SEPCO operated at the site
was very - - - was alnost a shuffle gane with the
waste. In fact, they owned nore than one site, so a
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ot of waste went not only to the Carol awn site, but
all the sites that EPA has had to cleanup. | just
wanted to put some perspective on the disparity between
the all eged amobunt of waste brought to the site - - -
druns and waste brought to the site - - - versus the
record of waste that was taken offsite. Alot of this
information is not hard and fast, and it's really hard
to put a premiumon the estinmted anount of waste that
t he conpany brought to the site because the records
were so sketchy and, in terns of keeping inventory in
the 1970's, that wasn't a priority for the conpany.

So, what | really want to stress is that EPA did two

t hor ough renoval s between '81 and ' 82 covering the
entire site, and I'mpretty confident that all the
drums were renmoved. W have no reason to think there
are any druns that weren't disposed of, taken offsite.
And as Jan had said before, if anyone who lived in the
comunity years and years ago who has any additiona

i nformati on about possible druns on the site, you know,
pl ease cone forward with that information so we can
pursue it. But, as far as EPA is concerned, the site
is totally clean as to having any druns, and the
renoval that was conducted in the '80s took care of any
druns that were buried or |ying around on the site.
Thanks.
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MR, RAY - |'m Marcus Ray. |'mthe mayor of G eat
Falls. | only have one or two questions for M.
Cherry. What | would like to know is what the tota
cost of this operation will be - - - projected tota
cost of the five-year period. It says here three to
five years.

MR, CHERRY - Well, you know, since this is not

noney - - - maybe soneone else at the table will know -
- - since this is not noney that we are spending - - -
it's not EPA noney. You know, | don't know what the

total cost is going to be. Wat we try to do is nake
sure that they give us a treatnment systemthat would
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get the result that we need. So, what we would pay for
it, as EPA, private conpany, you know, we would
if we hired Conestoga-Rovers and it cost one thing. If
they, a private conpany, hire them it doesn't cost
hal f as much as the governnment. So, | don't know.
|'ve got sonme estimations that | could reach back
and feasibility studies and dig that out.

MR. RAY - Were would | find that?

MR, CHERRY - It's in the feasibility study in the

records. | can dig that out, but it's just still a
rough estimation. And this is an estinmation that may
be in the mllions of dollars, but I have to go back

and |l ook. Do you happen to know what that is? | don't
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renenber what that is, but - - -

MR. ROGERS - Let ne point out one other
sensitivity at this point: PRPs don't particularly
like to tal k about what they think it will cost while
they're in a bidding process. So, you know, we have
some general nunbers fromthe feasibility study, we
have sone experience from other operations, we can
guess. We tend to caveat our dollars in terns of the
whol e process of all five years of operation and
mai nt enance and a nunmber of other considerations. It
makes it real difficult for us to really pinpoint a
nunber. And really, you know, there's a good reason
why the PRPs don't want to flaunt what they think it's
going to cost. You know they have - - - you know, for
themto bid it, they've got a contractor's estinate
ri ght now of what it's going to cost them But they're
not going to disclose that at this point in tine.

MR, RAY - In the tine span to punp these wells,
| understood it when we were discussing it before, was
30 years or nmore. Now they're saying three to five.

MR. ROGERS - Yeah. For conpari son reasons we
sonmetines use that 30-year figure and just put all the
di fferent considerations and various renedies in an
equal light. But, you know, nobody really knows how
long this punp and treat will |ast.
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MR. RAY - This was in our waste water boundary,
that's the reason |I'm concerned. Another question is
operators - - - onsite operators. M. Cherry said
operators. Going to be one operator? Going to be an
around-t he-cl ock operator? Is it a fully automated
pl ant ?

MR. CHERRY - All that | knowis that it would be a

certified wastewater treatnent plant operator or water
treatment operator, and they will have - - - it's an
automatic systemthat will run 24 hours. \Wat they
will do, they will work it out as to how much tine,they
want this operator to spend at this site. Now, this
will be spelled out before we get into it, and if
there's sone people that are involved, we would give
that information to them

MR, RAY - Well, as you and | know, automated
equi pnment can fail.

MR. CHERRY - No, it's not - - - automatic
you know, it's not what it says. But, you know, they
are supposed to run it and they will have a start up,
they will hire people to be there, and it will be

deternmi ned how nmuch tine that this operation is going
to have to be there. Because we're al so concerned
about, |ike you asked, there's going to be a security
probl em too. You put all this equi pnent out there,
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you just can't leave it out there. People shoot tanks
| nean, it happensu

MR. RAY - Wastewater, that's my concern. How
much waste we're going to have spilled on the ground
before that alarm goes - - -

MR. CHERRY - Yeah, well, they're going to have to
sit down and - - -

MR. RAY - You people are going to police them
closely, is that what you're telling nme?

MR. CHERRY - Well, it will be State, it will be
comunity, it will be all of us.
MR. ROGERS - One of the things that - - - we're

having to deal with this in a lot of punp and treat
systenms related to Superfund on the groundwater, but
we're also having to deal with it fromthe underground
storage tank program and ot her nethods or prograns
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where they're inplenenting small, confined punp and
treats. The technol ogy and the conputerization and the
el ectroni cs have evolved to such an extent that
basically the people who nmonitor and deal w th operator
control of wastewater treatnment plants are recogni zing
sonme flexibility as to bring the plant up show ne that
you' ve got the duplicity and triplicate backups and
various things that electronically will shut the system
down shoul d sonething go wong, and denmpnstrate it on
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the early phase of the operation of the unit, and we
wi |l show sonme | eni ency on whether you have to have a
full time operator sitting there 24 hours a day to
watch a relatively sinple operation. So, you know,

it's an evolving science at this point. The technol ogy
certainly is there that allows it to be done. Yes,
there are upsets occasionally where the technol ogy
fails but, in a relative sense, this water is not toxic
directly. The reason we're dealing with it is |ong-
term consunption of this groundwater would be
considered to be adverse to people's health, so we fee
like we should renediate the problem If | drank a
little of it, it's not expected that it would have a
significantly adverse effect, so a spill would not
necessarily inmedi ately cause an adverse effect. W
are really addressing the groundwat er because if
sonmebody started to use that as a water supply and
tried to consune that water for a long period of tine,

we do feel like it would have an adverse effect on
their health.
MR, HAYNES - It'Il have a - - - For exanple, the

old requirement to nmonitor - - -

MR. RAY - Do you have a punmp - - -

MR. HAYNES - - - the operator cones there daily
to inspect it and nonitor that tells them what the
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flows are and all that. Licensed operator will have
to come in every day and inspect it, nmake sure

everything is working. If it shuts down any tinme an
operator has to cone out before they can even start
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back up.

MR, RAY - Wait a minute. |I've got the m ke. Wat
I'd like to know if you have another plant similar that
you could give ne a cost on that plant. |'m sure
nati onwi de there nust be - - -

MR, ROGERS - Could we do that privately?

MR, RAY - Well, you can wite ne a letter. She
has my card. MS. LISENBY - It's a public neeting and
the public's right to know.

MR. RAY - What |'m concerned about also is how
wi despread is the aquifer under there where these wells
are drilled? Are they all the sane depth? Are they
step drilled in different zones, or what? How
wi despread is it underground?

MR. ROGERS - W do have experience with - - - |et
me see if | can figure out what the question is.
guess sone di scussions took place yesterday about a
simlar system we have down near Col unbia which we
i mpl emented. It had sonme problens that caused the cost
to goup alittle bit based on problens that occurred
al ong the way, but were not related to the technol ogy
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or anything. But the bid was about two million dollars
for a systemto go in that would - - - | don't know,
vol une-wise it's probably in a sinilar size for
handling water flow, 10 to 20 gallons a mnute. And it
was in operation for three or four years, was the
estimated life of that system And that factors in
subcontractor costs and do you have an operator on the
site and do a nunber of other things. The hardware
costs really don't necessarily anpunt up to that nuch.
The design cost and sonme of the other |abor of
continuing to visit the site on a periodic basis - - -

MR. RAY - Through the years. You says it's
between three and five years, taking nore than five
what would it cost?

MR, ROGERS - | don't really have a nunber for you
of fhand on that. We can dig up sone information for
you.

MR. RAY - Miuch safer and nore secure than to have

MR. ROGERS - Well, as we learned |ast tinme,
there's pros and cons to that argument, but, yeah
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MR. RAY - That's all | had.

MS. BRYAN - My nane is Nita Bryan, | live in
Edgenmpoor. | want to thank EPA and congratul ate you on
your treatnment center that's going in. | have a
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comment and a question. One, | thank y'all for going
with us today, especially John and Cynthia trucking
over there to the property. | got concerned. | wasn't

even going to speak, and then | heard again that there
are no nore contam nants at this site, there's no nore

druns. And | just want to say that | was there today.
Unl ess soneone cane in and cleaned themup after | left
today, they're still there. And there's materials that

are not identifiable in large quantity, and things that
nei ther Yvonne nor Cynthia could tell us what they
were. I'mnot trying to put y'all on the spot, but

they did not know. There were druns under the ground,
you could see the edges of them W stepped on them
and pushed them they appeared to have been there for a
long tine. So, there's still contam nants of sone

sort. | don't know what they are, but they are there.
And al t hough there have been two site cl eanups, as |
understand fromthe report, they're still there after
all that groundscraping and all that renmoval. But ny
question is that |I'mhearing that the conmunity is
saying, well, we want you to do continued testing, and
that you're in agreenent that we could do that and

yet, after we tal ked today, ny inpression fromyou was
that there really isn't any noney left to do that
testing. | guess |I'd ask you to disclose that to the
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comunity as to whether or not there really is any nore
finances to support any further testing of the other 60
acres.

MR ROGERS - Currently our status of where we are
in funding is sort of questionable. Wth budget cuts
and ot her things going on there was a recision bil
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that was passed this year to basically pull back sone
noni es that were already allocated for 1985 - - - or
1995. Which, at this point in the year, nmay not have
actual ly been spent anyway. But we did, in fact, as a
Regi on, shut down sone starts of sonme sites in other
states that were ready to be started, because of that
effort to pull back the noney and reduce spendi ng for

the current fiscal year. As far as we know, we have
funds next year. W don't know how | ong we have them
and we have other dilemms to deal with. W, like
every ot her Federal agency, have to be appropriated
noney every year. We, unfortunately, also

because of Superfund - - - have the dilenmm of dealing
with alawthat - - - the law really doesn't expire,
but part of it does, the part that collects the tax
that generates the noney to fund the program That
bei ng the case, the programcould go on if there's
noney in the trust fund to continue on, but we don't
really know what's going to play out as far as
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reaut hori zation, when will it be reauthorized and what
kind of restraints will occur before the
reaut hori zati on of Superfund. That being the case, it
makes us hard to conmit to specifically saying we could
get our hands on money to do the kinds of investigation
we'd have to do. We certainly would try. And it would
certainly be hinged on right now we're going to have to
start prioritizing everything to the worst-case-first
scenario. That being the case, further investigation

of this site might not break out as the worst-case-
first scenario if there are linted. W don't

have the answer, that's the bottomline. W would try
to get the funds, we would try to go forward, we could
do sone things in-house of a limted nature with our

exi sting resources in-house, but there are a | ot of
caveats out there that could inpact adversely our
ability to continue to do that. If we had some solid

| eads, we can also work through DHEC to try to pursue
some things that way, too. It's an unanswerable

question but, | nmean, there are options that
we woul d continue to do al ong. Right now we're not
| ooki ng total doom and gloom W think we'll have

funds, and we think if there's a legitinmate need we can
go forward and investigate those things. But it's a
little nore questionable at this point than it
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typically has been in the past.

MR, CAMP - My nane is Don Canp, and | live in
Great Falls. Fromwhat | read here about the
contami nated water, it's no great risk to anyone right
now. Okay. If we're going to treat it and we're going
to say it's no great risk, then I'm wondering, are we
nmoving it fromFort Lawn/Ri chburg area and place it in
Fi shing Creek and hoping the dilution will do a whol e
lot. And that's mnmy question. If that be the case,
think we could contain it and dilute it in the Catawba
River, and the dilution would be nmuch greater because
if you're famliar with Fishing Creek, that water gets
about this deep in areas, and all water flows to the
south fromthe area we're in. So, | really think we
shoul d think again about putting it in Fishing Creek
right now. For the preservation of the southern farnms.

MR, ROGERS - Certainly, as we've discussed, we
don't intend to dilute it in the creek, we intend to
treat it down to acceptabl e discharge |evel before that
option, just like any discharge for any facility would
be required to do.

MR. CAMP - Don't you ordinarily have discharges
t hough that have been fined because they're over linmts
or - - - 1 nmean, don't EPA and DHEC ordinarily have
unaut hori zed di scharges?
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MR, ROGERS - Sure.

MR, CAMP - Ckay. That's - - -

MR, CHERRY - But this systemis al nbst what they
call an advanced waste treatnent system The carbon
and the types of technology - - -

MR. CAMP - Alnpst? It is, or alnost?

MR. CHERRY - Ch, it is. It is.

MR, CAMP - Well, you said it was al nost - - -

MR. CHERRY - Yeah, but what |'msaying - - - |
hate to say it - - - well, it is when you start talKking
about activated carbon and the type of technology - - -

MR. CAMP - When you tal k of activated carbon, have
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we found any carbon in the water?

MR. CHERRY - No, | nean activated carbon to renove
the inmpurities.

MR. CAMP - Renove thenf?

MR. CHERRY - Yeah.

MR, CAMP - Ckay, so it would remain in the
carbon - - -

MR. CHERRY - Right.

MR, CAMP - - - - to be placed in another area.
MR, CHERRY - Well, it would either be generated or
- - - well, yeah, it would.

MR, CAMP - Ckay. And when you speak of solids - -
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- we're speaking of water, so when we speak of solids,
what are we speaking of ? Are we speaki ng of the nud,
the sedi nent, what type solids are we speaking of ?

MR. CHERRY - No, we're speaking of the things that
are comng out. Actually, there's sonme of the
contaminants in the solids that's - - - you know, so,
actually a lot of this stuff is conming out in the
sol i ds.

MR. CAMP - What type solids?

MR. CHERRY - Well, the volitus.

MR. CAMP - What solids?

MR. CHERRY- Well, it's basically only probably
five percent, 95 percent water.

MR. CAMP - What is it?

MR. ROGERS - Suspended solids fromthe well.
Particles fromthe well.

MR. CAMP - Suspended solids?

MR. ROGERS - Many - - - now, soil particles from
the well, because you're punping the well and picking
up at | east, because of the disturbance, sonme suspended
solids related to the material in the well.

MR, CAMP - Primarily nud?

MR. ROGERS - Not necessarily. Properly installed,
it wouldn't be nud.

MR CAMP - Silt?
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MR. ROGERS - Probably silt and sand
MR, CAMP - Silt and sand. Okay, that answered ny

questi on.
CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - |'ve been asked these
questions individually. I'mJohn Spratt and I'mthe

Congressman who represents this District. W may as
well put it on the record to get some answers. First
of all, I think I knewthis outfit, SEPCO In fact, |
was about to sue them because they owned the plant up
near River Hills.

MS. PEURI FOY - You're tal king about Hi nson?

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - Yeah. Hinson, is that the
nane of it now?

MS. PEURI FOY - Correct. Vaughn Hi nson owns the
conpany.

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - Vaughn Hinson, that's exactly
right, yeah. W went there one day because every tine
it rained these chenical fumes rose fromthe ground and
wafted all over the subdivision and people didn't know
what the problemwas until | went there with an
engi neer and we found an Austrian chem st by the nane
of Behr (phonetic). Maybe you found his name in the
records. | renenber the guy.

M5. TUCKER - In fact, we tried to |ocate him

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - You have found hinf
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M5. TUCKER - No, we've lost trail of him

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT -Well, he was pretty
forthright, because | think he was about to be fired;
not because he was inconpetent, but because | think
they were running pretty low on gas at that tinme. But
he explained the problemto us, and it was that they
were draining these residues fromthe North Carolina
furniture industry into this particular plant and they
were separating out the paint remover fromthe paint
sludge in the paint renover and reselling the paint
remover to the furniture industry. And then they had
the sludge |l eft over, and they were shipping it down
here. He said every tinme they brought a barre
in- - - abb-gallon drumin - - - and get it off the
back of the truck, and there were no regul ar nmeans of
conveyance, they tended to spill it on the site, al
over the site. And then anytinme the - - - once they
got enough of that stuff spilt over the site it nmade it
pretty slick, and they would call Rock Hill Concrete
Conmpany and say send them another | oad of gravel and
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they'd just gravel over everything. So, the chemicals
were seeping down into the ground. That was a problem
up there, but it suggests the kind of way they did

busi ness and rai ses sonme questions about this site down
here. |1 al so happen to have a next-door nei ghbor who
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was kind of hard up for a job, and he had the job of
running the site down here for a short while. |I'm not
sure the fire occurred when he was there. Hi s nane was
was Gregory, maybe you've seen his nanme sonewhere. He
told me once a gruesone story of a dog who'd got
caught, stuck up in the goo, the viscous ness on the
back of this site. He said he alnpbst killed the dog,
al nrost shot him He was able to get it free, and
t hi nk he brought the dog home with himfor a tinme. But
t hat suggested to ne that there was a | ot of stuff
left. The inmage, the nental picture | have fromthe
way he described it, was that there was this viscous
sl udge on a good part of the site, enough so that a
curious dog wandered into it and got nucked up in it;
and he couldn't get out, it was so deep and so sticky.
For whatever that's worth, | put that on the record.

Now, I"'minterested in exactly, legally, where we
stand here. If this is the agreed upon renedi ation
solution, are the PRPs rel eased by court order once
this solution is agreed upon as the renediation
solution for this site?

MS. TUCKER - Well, there are PRPs known as the
Carol awn Steering Conmmittee, conprised of a group of
generations that were custoners of the Carol awn Conpany
during the time that they owned the site. And their
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operating constraints consent decree which has been
entered in the District Courts that they have agreed to
conduct the remedy and pretty nuch build the system
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So, they're operating pursuant to an agreenment with
EPA.

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - Do they then go back to the
court and subnmit to the court this proposed solution
and if EPA finds it to be an adequate solution you sign
of f on the consent decree and then this becomes the | aw
of the case, there's no further renedy avail able? |f
there's water contam nation |ater found on the site,
you can't go back to the PRPs?

MR, ROGERS - Let ne answer that. This is a unique
case. Most Superfund sites, yes, that's the case.
was just alluding that this is a unique case in the
sense that we do have a consent decree for this cleanup
with the Carolawn group, but it's a partial consent
decree. Mst sites would have a conpl ete consent
decree that takes the site totally to conclusion and
provi des for covenants and other waivers at the end
that you've done everything necessary to deal with this
site. The consent decree in place here, because of the
nat ure of the SEPCO operation versus the Carol awn
operation - - - and they were very nuch divisible,
especially after the druns and waste were pushed

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina

(803) 328-9640

out side of the fenced area in Carolawn and continued to
work just inside of the fence - - - the Carol awn PRPs
made an argunent that it wasn't fair for themto do al
this work. They would commit to designing and buil di ng
the punp and treat system so we have a consent decree
| odged in court, entered in court, that carries them
through to operational activities at the punp and
treat. We don't have a consent decree in final form
that would settle the | ong-term operation and

mai nt enance at this site, because they wanted us to
bring in the SEPCO parties. And we did bring in the
SEPCO parties, and we did have an agreenent, and we've
actually | odged a consent decree to deal with a joint
deal where SEPCO parties - - - sonme SEPCO parties - - -
and the Carolawn group would continue on with the site,
with this activity. Unfortunately, H nson has now cone
up, and the SEPCO people over at Hinson are a little
upset that they didn't realize they would - - - they
think they have doubl e exposure. Nobody knows and can
account for where these druns actually ended up but, in
fact, their nanes show up in two places, and they fee
like that's a little unfair. They've caused us to
reeval uate where we are on that | odged consent decree.
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So, this is still an open issue that we have to dea
wi th through sone negotiations and sonme other natters
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that relates to Hinson, as well as - - -

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - But if you finally settle
upon this as the renediation solution for this site, is
that final? Does it exonerate them from further
responsibility?

MR. ROGERS - Only related to the matters at hand.
And if this waste is somewhere else on the site, new
activity, totally unknown, it's conceivable we have an
opener in there. But, no, if - - - yes, if they
if we found druns right under the site, we'd have a
problem It'd be a fund-lead activity, they' d be
exonerated. W don't expect that to be the case, but
we've tried to craft that in a narrow enough | anguage
that it's matters at hand as identified. The public
here will want to | ook at the 60 acres, we've
identified the site as originally as a five to seven
acre site, so that's really what the investigation has
dealt with. | think we would have roomto open one of
the others, the renmmining part of the 60 acres.

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - Now, to what extent does the
conpletion of this task depend upon EPA fundi ng? How
much of this cones out of the PRP's pocket for
conpl etion? What |evel of funding - - - to what extent
is the consummation of all this dependent upon your
being fully funded?
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MR, ROGERS - They're paying all the bills, and our
consent decree has themrei nmbursing us for our cost to
oversee all activities. W have to expend it out-of-
pocket and - - -

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT
an oversight expense - - -

MR. ROGERS - VYes.

CONGRESSMAN SPRATT
can - - -

MR, ROGERS - At this point.

Yours is mminly an overhead,

- - - and how far you



11 CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - Ckay.
12 MR, ROGERS - If we trigger other investigations
13 out si de of what we know as the site - - -
14 CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - You've got to kave the noney
15 to undertake that?
16 MR. ROGERS - Yeah. That could be a fund-I|ead
17 activity, because |I think we'll see a little resistance
18 fromthis group
19 CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - Yeah
20 MR. ROGERS - And therefore it does potentially
21 inmpair our ability to follow through on rel evant | eads.
22 CONGRESSMAN SPRATT -Well, you were polite enough
23 not to be specific, but the appropriation bill that
24 passed the House of Representatives, | did not vote for
25 it, if I can nake that clear for the record.
It would
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1 cut EPA' s budget by 37 percent next year, and it would
2 al nost certainly have an inpact on the conduct of
3 activities like that. Now, let's hope that doesn't
4 pass, but it certainly passed the House of
5 Representatives, so it doesn't indicate that you'll get
6 funded at the President's |evel of request for the next
7 fiscal year. That could truncate sone of these
8 activities, that's what | understand you to say.
9 MR. ROGERS - Yeah, our guess is that that's a
10 signal that we think the Senate will noderate a little
11 bit, but we guess we're going to get a significant cut.
12 And that cut will inpair our ability to deal with
13 everything on the plate, let alone new work. And we
14 don't know what extent that is until we find out what
15 the budget is. We hate a double jeopardy. W have,
16 really, a problemw th the reauthorization of
17 Superfund. The appropriation bill specifically - - -
18 Super fund says, you can have this noney next year, but
19 you can't spend it past Decenber 31st. If that goes
20 through and - - - you know, Superfund's probably a good
21 programto have a confrontation over; let's shut it
22 down for a while and see what happens. In retrospect,
23 in 1986 - - - |'ve been in this programfor 21 years.
24 Emer gency response and then this part, nore
25 recently - - - in 1986 we suffered sonme severe damage,
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and probably a two to three year period,
because of people who |left over an unfunded issue with
reaut hori zati on of Superfund. That's concern.
CONGRESSMAN SPRATT - Thank you very for
com ng.
MS. JONES - Basically, 1'd like to thank everyone
for being patient with me, so to speak. And too,
Anita, do not worry about putting me down. You are
here to address and also - - - not to address but, for
the nost part, give us your concern. | go out to
the site with Anita and Donna today, actually Cynthia
and nyself, and she is right, we did see | would
call tops of drunms, so to speak, what | cal
debris. Something that | did tell her that a | ot of

times - - - | don't know exactly what it is, but a lot
of tinmes when people see - - - this is really
interesting to ne - - - but a lot of tines when people

see either druns, or they knowit's a Superfund site
or, you know, even like |I said we have storage tanks
out there that we're using for our activities, their
perception is that it is hazardous. As | stated
before, we have tested the soil. W didn't test the
drumtops, you're right. That's sonething that we're
probably not going to do. But | also told her that we
do keep open - - - as if, for sone odd reason, we do

DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina

(803) 328-9640

give what we would call a relevant - - - and | don't
know i f you want to call it an inquiring, or someone
that actually says, | knowit's here or we think it's
here. That's sonething that we will follow up on.

know | also went out to the site with M. Nichols today
and, you know, he was considered an eyewi tness. It

sort of, | guess, puts you on the spot; but, again, |
did not hear that there were buried druns. And really,
at all tinmes we would |ike to keep the channel s open.
If you know sonmeone who nmay not be here tonight but
who, you know, maybe was there when everything took

pl ace, that, you know, has a pretty good feeling that -
- -1 shouldn't say a good feeling - - - he knows - - -

knows

he or she knows that they buried druns - - -

not j ust



15 anywhere on the site, but they know that those druns
16 were buried or they saw where those druns were buri ed,
17 we would like to talk to them But, basically, we
18 haven't heard that fromthe public. W have, you know,
19 peopl e saying that, there's runors, but we haven't
20 actually - - - we haven't actually had a person that
21 has said, there are buried druns on this site, and this
22 is where they are. W& just haven't had that. Again,
23 anybody that you know or that nay know sonethi ng about
24 that, we would be interested in knowi ng that. But,
25 wi thout that, | mean, we don't really have anything to
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1 foll ow up on. Thank you.
2 MS. PEURI FOY - Anybody el se have anything to say?
3 We'd like to thank you for conming out tonight. Al the
4 comments and questions and concerns that have been
5 rai sed tonight will be put into a docunent - - - and
6 it's called the Responsiveness Summary - - - that will
7 part of the Record of Decision. That will be placed in
8 the Information Repository. | will be sending you out
9 a notice when the final decision is nade and | et you
10 know what's goi ng to happen next. Thank you for
11 com ng.
12
13
14
15
DALLAS REPORTI NG
Certified Court Reporters
Rock Hill, South Carolina
(803) 328-9640
O CERTI FI CATE OF REPCRTE
State of South Carolina)
)
County of York )

I, Susan Wachsmuth, CVR, do hereby certify that

the aforesaid deponent was placed under oath; that |
reported by Stenonmask the foregoing proceedi ngs at the
time and place herein designated; that ny tape was
thereafter reduced to typewiting under my supervision
and that the foregoing pages nunbered 3 through

68,

inclusive, are a true, accurate and correct



transcri pt of the aforesaid proceedings.

| further certify that I amnot a relative,
enpl oyee, attorney or counsel of any of the parties,
nor relative or enployee of such attorney or counsel
nor in anyway interested in the event of said cause.

This the 5th day of Sept., 1995, in the
City of Rock Hill, County of York, State of South

Carol i na.

<I MG SRN 0495248P>
Susan Wachsmuth, CVR
Court Reporter



